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PuTpose 
A study of the liteTature revealed that ·one of the challenges of 
urban education is the~nuTturing and reeducating of. paTents and school 
administrators dealing with handicapped students as was mandated by 
the legislature, which was passed by the United States CongTess and 
signed into effect by Gerald Ford ·on November: 19, 1975. This is 
called Public Law 94-142, which ensured "free and appropriate" 
education for. all handicapped students and their: parents in our; 
educational system, but limits itself to the rights of the 
administrator. As it stands, paTents, guardians, surrogates, parent 
advocates and school administrators are abreast of some of the facets 
of the law, but they are technically unaware of all their rights, the 
services provided, and the places and individuals they can go to to be 
counselled and inserviced when necessary. This lack of ·understanding 
of Public Law 94-142 brings about conflict between parents and school 
administrators. 
Many parents who do not feel very ·knowledgeable about the law and 
its provisions seek assistance from parent advocacy groups who have 
been primarily assigned the duty of protecting the student and the 
parent pertaining to any educational translation of the law by school 
administrators. This has placed ·an obstacle between the administrator 
·and the parent who may feel secure, but also the parent who feels 
thre·atened or: ·insecure has as their spokesman a parent advocate. In 
many instances it has been proven that this ultimately leads to 
conflict on the part of the parent and the school administrator. 
This study had several issues that ~needed to be addressed;. to 
·investigate whether: or·~ not discrepancies exist in the perceptions of 
parents as it pertained to their: knowledge of Public Law 94-142; to 
detennine if discrepancies existed in the perceptions of the school 
administrators' (principals) pereeptions of their knowledge of Public 
Law 94-142, and to determine if there is conflict · between the 
perceptions of parents and school administrators as it was relative to 
Public Law 94-142, ·and was this conflict knowledged based. 
Research Design and Procedural Steps 
A questionnaire was developed by the investigator ·and administered 
to two randomly selected samples: three hundred (300) parents ·and 
sixty (60) school administrators from elementary, middle ·and high 
schools throughout the three administrative areas (Area I, II, III). 
There were a total of one hundred (100) parents from elementary through 
high school for each area, and twenty (20) school administrators from 
elementary through high school for each area. 
The questionnaire consisted of four parts: Part I requested 
personal data fram both the parent and school administrator, such as 
the area residing ·in sex, age, marital status, race, ~number of 
children, education, income, home and job; Part II solicited general 
information questions that were the same for both the parent and the 
school administrator which dealt with the ·knowledge of Public Law 
94-142; the assessment process; length of time for requiring assistance 
from the Program for Exceptional Children of the Atlanta Public School; 
Part· III selected responses from the parent as to their percteptions of 
the school administrators' knowledge of the law and their:willingness 
to assist the parent where· ·necessary; Part IV selected responses from 
the administrator as to the perceptions of the parent as it related to 
the educational process and the effect it had ·on the Program for 
Exceptional Children. 
The respondents recorded their individual responses on the 
questionnaire based ·on their· knowledge of the law, ·if they felt there 
was conflict between the parent and the school administrator, ·and if 
parent groups would be significant in aiding the parent and the 
administrator to be of benefit in serving handicapped students, and 
resolving any conflict which may be present between the parent and 
administrator. 
Results 
The 233 parents who responded were predominately black females 
between the ages of 30-49 years of age, married, employed with a high 
school education or more, earning $14,000 or more, and lived ·in homes 
where they are renting. 
Conclusion 
·In order for there to be any kind of adhesion between the parent 
and administrator as it pertained to the education of children with a 
specific handicap, the pretty painted picture done by the administrator 
must be more realistic ·and to the point. TheTe must be communication 
between the parent and administrator; and as close of a "oneness" that 
can be obtained, because we must realize we are dealing with "precious 
gems" children, children who are not just handicapped, but, most 
important, "human beings." 
This communication can be established by having inservices ·and 
meetings for, both the administrator: and the parent, then instead of 
two meetings scheduled at an appropriate time for both, schedule 
several meetings which ·include both the parent and the administrators. 
At this point, the knowledge that both the parent and school 
administrator; have under: Public Law 94-142 will then be·come an asset 
not a liability. 
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BELIEVE 
If you believe within your heart you'll know; 
That no one can change the paths that You must Go; 
Believe what you feel, and know you're Right Because; 
The time will come around, when you say It's Yours; 
Believe that you can go on, believe you can float on air, 
Then click your heels three times, and You'll be There. 
Believe in yourself right from the start; 
Believe in the magic that's inside your heart, 
Believe in yourself, if you believe in Yourself 
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One of the challenges of urban education "1s the nurturing and 
re-educating of parents of handicapped children. It has become 
apparent that school systems are educationally responsible to both 
handicapped students and their parents. The assurancP. of a free and 
appropriate education that will enable handicapped students to develop 
to their optimum levels of performance has propelled school systems to 
(1) ·make provisions for parents to obtain a functional knowledge of 
Public Law 94-142, individual state bylaws and the ramifications of 
each; (2) provide opportunities for active parental participation/in-
volvement in the educational programming of their children; and 
(3) develop procedures that explain and encourage parents to utilize 
their legal rights and respons~.bilities. Results indicate that the 
fulfillment of these noted obligations has often caused more consterna-
tion among and between public institutions of learning and parents. 
Urban education problems have been exacerbated as sehool systems 
attempt to interpret and implement the inten.t of Public Law 94-142 
according to the implied esprit de corps. The assumption of additional 
responsibilities such as the development and installation of new 
educational programs and facilities for handicapped populations, not 
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served by public education institutions heretofore, and the retraining 
of staff and related service personnel, while simultaneously implemen-
ting the intent of the law, have compounded issues. 
Urban school systems are generally complex structures that provide 
specific educational services to an enormous number of handicapped 
students as well as disadvantaged students. Bureaucratic obligations 
and priorities extend from the local level to state and federal levels. 
Educational service delivery systems are constrained by penurious 
policies pertaining to the acquisition and util:f.zation of fiscal, human 
and physical resources. Seemingly apathetic economical, political and 
psycho-social factions often influence the behaviors and decision 
making processes of the general public in matters pertaining to 
education. 
The Atlanta Public School System is a large decentralized urban 
education complex in its tenth year of implementing Public Law 94-142. 
The Program for Exceptional Children renders special education services 
and programs to a student population of 10,000 which represents approx-
imately ten percent of the total student populati~n. The aggregate 
student populace of the Atlanta Public Schools is approximately 69,000 
of which 89 percent is comprised of nonwhites, 8 percent white and 3 
percent other. In many instances, the majority of the student body is 
composed of black disadvantaged youths. 
In the past, the parents of these students have had to seek out 
and maintain a life for themselves at a survival level. Differentiated 
life styles and value systems compounded by economical, cultural, 
and political barriers have generated attitudes of rejection, 
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ineffectiveness and powerlessness which precipitates a mode of life 
predicated on dependency on the existing power structure. 
For many of these parents, the enactment of Public Law 94-142 
symbolized another "societal g:f.ft" which would necessitate no addi-
tional responsibilities because society and "the powers that be" would 
make all of the required adjustments without any assistance from the 
parents of the clients. 
The te~etR purported in Public Law· 94-142 specifically indicate 
that appropriate educatiot~.al programming cannot commence and/or 
continue until parental consent has been obtained. The volume of 
parental participation in the educational programming of their handi-
capped children offers parents the right and option to be actively 
involved at every level. This, within itself, is a revolutionary act 
in special education (Kroth, 1977). 
However, the initial implementers in urban centers appeared to 
have operated und~r the belief that all parents and other lay persons 
were cognizant of the total implications and ramifications of Public 
Law 94-142. It was either assumed that parents in urban centers would 
(a) read all of the available literature; (b) possess the capability to 
internalize all of the innovative concepts; (c) understand all of the 
terminology both legal and otherwise; (d) attend all of the pubUc 
training activities; (e) sign off on their rights; (f) become contented 
with decisions from all of the "professionals;" or that urbnn parents 
T.oTere too n.aive, too vulnerable to challenge established decisions and 
were totally uneducable (Lermon, 1978). 
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Consequently, as with other egalitarian laws which have been 
created to provoke radical social change, the target people for whom 
the law had been designed stood to benefit the least. 
It has been found in certain communities where parents have tradi-
tionally been visible, vocal, and actively involved in the educational 
process of their children, the increased parental involvement, as 
stipulated by Public Law 94-142, appeared ·not to have presented the 
complicated problems encountered by other parents in other communities 
who were~not as visible, vocal or actively involved in the educational 
process. It would appear that the parents that were in the disadvan-
taged/lower income black communities were the ones least knowledgeable 
of their rights ·under Public Law 94-142. This group·needed a spokes-
man, someone who could interpret the complicated laws as they pertained 
to their children, and then make sure that these laws were adequately 
implemented. 
Rationale 
There was a·need to make parents and administrators dealing with 
exceptional children, aware of all their rights as mandated under 
Public Law 94-142. As it stood, parents, guardians, surrogates and 
school administrators were·not fully abreast of their rights. Parents 
and school administrators ·understood some facets of the law; but they 
were technically unaware of all their rights, the services provided for 
exceptional children, and the places they could go to be counselled and 
inserviced when ·necessary. This lack of understanding of Public Law 
94-142 brought about conflict between parents and school administrators. 
Public Law 94-142 is a 1975 legislation act that establishes a 
national standard for protecting the rights of handicapped children and 
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their famil:f.es. Its purpose is to en~ure "free and appropriate" 
education for all handicapped children. The law states the rights and 
benefits due handicapped children and their parents in our educational 
system. It also gives procedures before any rights or benefits may be 
obtained (Georgia Department of Education, 1979). Public Law 94-142 
has been defined as: 
A law which assures that all handicapped children have 
available, a free appropriate public education which empha-
sizes special education and related services designed to meet 
their unique needs, to assure the rights of handicapped 
children are protected, to assist states and localities to 
provide for the education of all handicapped children, and to 
access and assure the effectiveness of efforts to educate 
handicapped children (Georgia Department of Education, 1979). 
Public Law 94-142, the Education for All Handicapped Children, is 
legislation passed by the Urlited States Congress and signed into law by 
President Gerald R. Ford on November 29, 1975. The "94" indicates that 
this law was passed by the 94th Congress. The "142" indicates that 
this law was the 142nd law passed by that session of the Congress to be 
signed into law by the President (Ballard, 1977). 
As long as mankind has had disputes, there has been a need for 
ways to manage conflict. Sometimes the method chosen has been warfare. 
Other times trial by combat has been chosen. 
Down through the ages as man has had to find a means to peacefully 
coexist, laws and rules governing behavior have resulted. However, 
laws do not always cover every possible eventuality. Subsequently, the 
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remedies available under these less than perfect laws often fail to 
adequately provide a suitable resolution. 
The United States has the dubious distinction of being the most 
litigious nation that has ever existed. This propensity of our 
citizens to exercise their consti.tutional and statutory rights in the 
courts has ever resulted in the coining of a new word--hyperlexis. 
The balancing of the right to access to the courts with the very 
practical logistical consideration of the management of huge numbers 
has been difficult. The result has been the establishment of delay as 
an inherent characteristic of the judicial system. Delay has led to 
frustration which has often led to exacerbation of the issues, 
disrespect for the system, and dissatisfaction with the verdict by. all 
parties--winners and losers--when the process finally culminates. 
Often persons seeking legal redress find themselves "winning the 
battle and losing the war" because the PROCESS of winning is itself so 
ALIENATING. Under Public Law 94-142 disputes have arisen which have 
demonstrated that the Formal Legal Process may do more to alienate 
parents and school systems than the original issue in dispute. These 
disputes are thought to be based on little knowledge on both the 
administrator/parents understanding of Public Law 94-142. This 
"ignorance" brings about negative consequen.ces of the adversarial 
system. Webster defines adverse, which is the root of adversarial, as 
"opposed to one's interest: unfavorable; harmful; detrimental." A 
myth has surrounded this adversarial system of ours that somehow any 
dispute will be best resolved and the parties will almost always see 
justice preva:f.l from a proceas which by definition promotes adverse 
consequences. 
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Statement of the Problem 
The problem which this study sought to investigate was: Was there 
conflict between the perception of parents and school administrators 
relative to Public Law 94-142, and was this conflict knowledge based? 
More specifically, the investigator sought evidence that would 
answer the following questions: 
1. Are administrators knowledgeable of parents' 
Public Law 94-142? 
rights under 
2. Do parents understand their rights as it pertains to P.L. 
94-142? 
3. Do parents have advocacy groups? 
4. Is there a conflict between parents and school administr~tors 
under Public Law 94-142? 
Evolution of the Problem 
The investigator has worked in the area of special education for 
eighteen (18) years as both a teacher and presently as an adminis-
trator. As an administrator for one of the largest metropolitan school 
systems, one of the investigator's primary respon~ibility is dealing 
with both parents and school administrators. The investigator 
noticed/observed that Public Law 94-142 addresses parent and students' 
rights under the law, but limited itself to the rights of the 
administrator. In addition to this obstacle was the fact that parents 
as well as administrators are not totally aware of the ramifications of 
the law which ultimately leads to conflict on the part of the parent 
and the school administrator. 
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Several questions arose within the investigator's mind about the 
total awareness, or complete understanding of Public Law 94-142 as it 
is perceived by both parents and school administrators. The 
following questions generated the problem in this 
study. 
1. What are the major factors contributing to the effectiveness 
of parent advocacy groups as it pertains to the parent and the 
administrator? 
2. How effective are parent advocacy groups? 
3. Are parents and parent advocacy groups knowledgeable as it 
pertains to their rights under Public Law 94-142? 
4. How knowledgeable are administrators to the rights of pa~ents 
under Public Law 94-142? 
5. How does the administrator perceive parent advocacy groups? 
6. Is the administrator's perception of parent advocacy groups a 
liability or an asset? 
7. What have been the major effects of parent advocacy groups and 
the administrators' perception of these groups as it pertains to Public 
Law 94-142? 
8. Does parental and administrators awareness/knowledge of Public 
Law 94-142 bridge the gap between the parent and the administrator? 
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of Parent Advocacy Groups 
or Parents 
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Definition of Terms 
The listed terms are considered significant and are defined as 
follows: 
1. Public Law 94-142--A law which mandates a free, appropriate public 
education (FAPE) for all handicapped children and youth. Special 
education and related services must be provided at no cost to the 
child or his parents. 
2. Advocacy--A program in which agencies or individuals, serving 
mostly as volunteers, act on behalf of the interest of others, 
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e.g., child advocates. Generally, the major goal of an advocacy 
program is to ensure that the rights of a particular individ-
ual or group are protected. As a result of federal and state 
legislation e.nd litigation in recent years, advocacy programs for 
the handicapped are developing at a rapid rate. 
3. Handicapped--The result of any condition or deviation from the 
norm (physical, psychological, environmental, and/or learning) 
that impedes or prevents the individual's acceptance, adjustment, 
or achievement. 
4. Section 504--Covers all rights of handicapped individus.ls of all 
agP-s and in all areas of life. It reaffirms every handicapped 
child's right to a free, appropriate education. It also includes: 
(1) handicapped individuals must have opportunities to participate 
in or benefit from services equal to those that are provided to 
other individuals; to exclude handicapped pupils from elementary 
or secondary programs constitutes a violation of their civil 
rights; (2) colleges and post-secondary programs that receive 
federal funds may not discriminate against app~icants on the basis 
of handicap and further accommodations must be made to make it 
possible for qualified handicapped pupils to participate (e.g., 
special equipment, interpreters and tutors); and (3) ·all programs 
and services must be barrier-freP-. 
5. Disability--Refers to a physical, emotional, or neurological 
deviation or discrepancy possessed by an individual. May consti-
tute a handicap if the individual perceives the disability as 
such. 
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6. UCPA--United Cerebral Palsy Association 
7. Mental retardation--"Significantly subaverage general intellectual 
functioning existing concurrently with deficits in adaptive 
behavior and manifested during the developmental period." 
8. Significantly subaverage--IQ score more than two standard devia-
tions below the mean of an individually administered general 
intelligence test. 
9. PCMR--President's Commission 
10. Rehabilitation Act--P.L 93-112 or Public Law 93-112 requires that 
all employees who hold a contract for more than $2,500 with the 
federal government must take affirmative action to recruit, hire, 
train and promote handicapped individuals. 
11. Special education--Refers to the provisions of any service that is 
aimed at assisting children to achieve their fullest potential 
(remedial education, curriculum enrichment, special materials, 
etc.). Specifically designed instruction, curricula, materials, 
to allow handicapped children to receive an appropriate education. 
12. Due process--Procedural safeguards established_ and guaranteed by 
legislation and litigation designed to protP.ct an individual and/ 
or his or her parents from having their constitutional rights 
violated, e.g., the right to a hearing in matters of special 
education is provided under Public Law 94-142. 
13. Least restrictive environment--A basic prtnciple of P. L. 94-142. 
Under this principle, handi.capped students must be educated with 
nonhandicapped students to the maximum extent possible. It does 
not mean that all handicapped children must be educated in regular 
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classrooms. "However, special classes, separate schooling, or 
other removal of handicapped children from the regular educational 
environment should occur only when the nature or severity of the 
handicap is such that education in regular classes with the use 
of supplemental aids and sources cannot be achieved satisfac-
torily." 
14. Buckley Amendment--Gives parents of public school students under 
18 years of age the right to see, correct, and control access to 
student records. Schools are required to notify all parents of 
their legal rights in this regard, including a description of the 
procedures for obtaining access and for removing false or mis-
leading information. The amendment requires that all relevant 
pupil records and documents that arP. maintained by an educational 
agency must be made available within forty-five days of a request 
to view such. 
15. Individualized Education Program Plan (IEP)--Under Public Law 
94-142 Regulations every child identified as handicapped must have 
a written educational plan (IEP) developed an~ implemented. The 
program (plan) for each child must include: (1) a statement of 
the child's present levels of educational performance; (2) a 
statement of annual goals including short term instructional 
objectives; (3) a statement of the specific special education and 
related services to be provided to the child and the extent to 
which the child will be able to participate in regular educational 
programs; (4) the projected dates for initiation of services and 
the anticipated duration of services; and (5) appropriate 
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objective criteria, evaluation procedures, and schedules for 
determining on at least an annual basis whether the short term 
instructional objectives are being achieved. The IEP is not a 
legally binding document but is intended to represent a parental-
school cooperative effort to define specifically the child's 
educational objectives, how they are to be obtained, and how these 
objectives will be measured. 
16. P.L. 93-112 or Public Law 93-112--Is the Rehabilitation Act of 
1973. It requires that all employers who hold a contract for more 
than $2,500 with the federal government must take affirmative 
action to recruit, hire, train, and promote handicapped individ-
uals. Employers doing business with the federal government. who 
hold contracts of $50,000 or more and having a minimum of 50 
employees are required to develop and maintain an affirmative 
action program that clearly establi.shes policies and practices 
concerned with the hiring of handicapped students. 
17. Child Advocate--Is a person who is concerned about the match 
between the child and his/her environment, a person who su~ports 
the child and who stands up for the child's rights. 
Theoretical Framework 
The research question has its theoretical base within the framework 
of conflict theory. Psychologists, sociologists and educators have 
sought to define conflict. According to Sergiovanni (1975) conflict is 
now assumed to be a natural part of modern organization. In order for 
an administrator to embrace conflict, he/she should be cognizant of the 
antecedent conditions of conflict and to be aware of conflict-handling 
styles. 
14 
Conflicts often emerge when people's expectations are not met. 
Somehow they have been frustrated in reaching their goal. Often this 
happens because of different values, an ability to send and receive 
messages accurately, and a lack of knowledge of a particular area, in 
this case a lack of knowledge and understanding of Public Law 94-142. 
Once people's positions solidify, emotions run high and any 
communication can be distorted and used as fuel for the fire. From 
that point 9n, issues become increasingly clouded and adversaries are 
~-
depersonalized, becoming instead "the school" or "those parents." 
According to Allen C. Tilly (1980), conflict is, "a process which 
takes place between two or more parties." Tilly further defines 
parties as individuals, groups or organizations. 
Tilly (1980) discusses six characteristics of social relationships 
that are associated with various kinds or degrees of conflictive 
behavior. These characteristics are as follows: 
1. Ambiguous.jurisdiction. Conflict will be greater when the 
limits of each parties jurisdiction are ambiguous. When two parties 
have related responsibilities for which actual boundaries are unclear, 
the potential for conflict between them increases. Conversely, when 
role definitions are clear, each party can expect a certain type of 
behavior from the other, fewer opportunities for disagreement occur.. 
2. Conflict of inte,-est. Conflict will be greater where a 
conflict of interest exists between the parties, e.g., competition for 
certain resources. 
3. Dependence of one party. Conflict will be greater where one 
party is dependent upon another. Where one party must rely on another 
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for performance of a task the opportunity for conflict to occur is 
increased. 
4. Association of the parties. Conflict will be greater as the 
degree of association of the parties increases. The degree of 
association refers to both the parties participation in decision 
making and to informal relations between them. Where parties make 
decisions jointly the opportunity for conflict is greater. Therefore, 
where part~~ipative decision making is used, the parties will need 
skills in conflict resolution. General conflict measures are 
positively associated with the degree of participation, although major 
incidents of conflict decreases as participation increases (Carwin, 
1969). 
5. Behavior regulations. Conflicts will be greater where behavior 
regulations are imposed. Regulating mechanisms include standardized 
procedures, rules and policies. Regulating mechanisms seems to do two 
things at the samll! t:f.me. They reduce the likelihood of conflict since 
it serves to make relationships predictable and reduce the need to more 
arbitrary decisions. Behavior regulations also increase the degree of 
control over parties which makes this process resisted. 
6. Unresolved prior conflicts. Conflicts will be greater as the 
number of unresolved conflicts increases. 
Conflict •••• may be viewed behaviorally as a form of opposi-
tion which is opponent-centered; based on incompatability of 
goals; aims, or values, of opposing parties; direct; and 
personal in which the opponent ••• controls the goal or object 
desired by both parties. 
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This broad conceptualization of conflict can be differentiated 
into two useful constructs according to Strauss, Miles, Snow and 
Tannebrem (1977): (1) A conflict situation refers to the pursuit of 
incompatible, or at least seemingly incompatible, goals by two or more 
parties such that the gains to one party come at the expense of the 
other. (2) A conflict episode refers to the behavior of the parties 
which result from the conflict situation. 
There ~~e two views of conflict that these theorists observe/ 
~-
discuss: (1) pluralist and (2) human relationists. Those who believe 
properly, desirable part of human interaction are the pluralists. Those 
who believe that conflict signifies the breakdown of n.ormal and healthy 
interaction among individuals and groups are the human relationists. 
The authors who support the human relations philosophy are: Mayo, 
Lumin, and Likert (1982). Under the human relations approach to 
conflict and its major underlying assumptions these authors believe: 
1. Conflict., by and large, is bad and should be eliminated or 
resolved. 
2. Conflict is not inevitable. 
3. Conflict results from breakdown in communication and lack of 
understanding, trust, and openness between parties. 
4. The environment playB a major role in shaping behavior, thus, 
any inappropriate or bad behavior such aR aggressiveness or competi-
tiveness, results from circumstances in human nature. 
Kerr (1976) has been thought to be a leading figure in the appli-
cation of pluralists political theory to the study of organizational 
conflict. The pluralists belie,re strongly in the following: 
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1. Conflict is good and should be encouraged; conflict must be 
regulated so that it does not get out of hand. 
2. Conflict is inevitable. 
3. Conflict results from (a) a struggle for limited rewards be 
they food, status, responsibility/power, and (b) innate aggressive and 
competitive instincts in man. 
4. The importance of the environment has been overplayed; there 
are many de~erminants of behavior including genetic and psychological, 
't· 
which program individuals to act aggressively. 
5. Man, if not essentially bad, is nevertheless driven by 
aggressive, self-seeking, and competitive instincts. 
The human relation and pluralist views tend to treat the sources 
of conflict differently. Human relations theorists and consultants 
typically focus on interpersonal and organizational conflicts which 
arise from (a) misunderstanding; (b) insensitive and nonsupportive 
relations; (c) fa;llure to communicate openly and honestly; and (d) a 
climate of distinct, unreasonable pressure, or competition. Sherif and 
Sherif, Blake and Manton (1972) would adhere human relations sources of 
conflict. 
Pluralists regard conflict as a natural (and desirable) part of 
life. Cyert, March, Coser and Boulding (1978) subscribe to the plura-
list point of view. Conflict is, therefore, seen as the balance wheel 
of society, and ao the primary vehicle of social change and justice. 
Conflict between parties within organization is not seen as destructive 
but as facilitative of the interest of all parties. 
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Blake, Shepard and Mouton (1972) come very close to the investi-
gator's research dealing with conflict. These theorists have reported 
that their philosophy is extremely successful in generating a coopera-
tive, problem-solving relationship between antagonistic parties, 
whether they be unions and management or groups within management. 
In conclusion, Sergiovani (1975) discusses five (5) conflict 
levelling styles which can be used in assisting the administrator. 
1. Co~peting. The supervisor engages in a win-lose strategy and 
is willing to el'l.danger some relationships and to sacrifice others in 
order to have their personal goals realized. 
2. Accommodating. The supervisor feels most differences drive 
people apart and that good relationships cannot be ignored. Conflict 
requires personal convictions and goals in order to accommodate various 
differences/drives. There are others, however, who ignore differences 
in order to maintain relationships at any cost. 
3. Compromi$ing. Supervisors at times are willing to set aside 
their own view in the interest of one majority and people. 
4. Collaborating. Believes that differences are natural and 
healthy and they should be viewed as relatively good, not bad. 
5. Avoiding. Technically is seeing no virtue in conflict and no 
one will personally face up to it. There is a tendency in avoidance to 
withdraw or ignore the situation "hop:l.ng it will go away." 
Research Questions 
For the purpose of the study the following questions were asked: 
1. Is there a significant difference in the administrator's perception 
of Public Law 94-142 from Areas I, II and III ? (Describe school 
areas.) 
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2. Is there a significant difference in parent's perception of Public 
Law 94-142? 
3. Is there a significant difference in the parent's total knowledge 
of Public Law 94-142? 
4. Is there a significant diffP.rence in the administrator's knowledge 
of Public Law 94-142? 
5. Is there a significant difference pertaining to conflicts between 
the par,nts' and administrators' perception of Public Law 94-142? 
~· 
6. Is there a significant difference in parent's perception of their 
awareness of Public Law 94-142 as it pertains to age, sex, 
education, marital status, income and demographics? 
7. Is there a significant difference in the administrator's perce~tion 
of their awareness of Public Law 94-142 as it pertains to age, sex, 
education, marital status, income and demographics? 
8. Is there a significant difference in the parent's knowledge of 
Public Law 94~142 if they have had some inservices about the law? 
9. Is there a significant difference in the administrator's knowledge 
of Public Law 94-142 if they have had inservices about the law? 
Assumptions and Limitations 
This study was limited to sixty (60) school administrators and 
three hundred fifty (350) parents within the Atlanta Public School 
School System. It was recognized that the responses of the school 
sites used may not be totally representative of all the school adminis-
trators and parents throughout the system, however, the findings of the 
investigation may offer broad hypotheses for more representative future 
research. 
Chapter II 
Review of the Literature 
Parents and The History of Special Education 
Parents have always been an important moving force in providing 
special programs for their handicapped children. They've fought many 
battles ovel the years to counteract massive rejection and neglect. 
In the past, more often than not, a handicapped child's educational 
needs were either met in the home or were left unmet. Until recently 
the commitment to mandatory and free education for all American 
children fell short of including the disabled--especially the uniquely 
disabled--child. And so parents were left to represent and provide for 
this minority as best they could. 
Education that meets special needs of the handicapped--special 
education--is a relatively new function of state and local school 
systems. The first attempt to meet special needs goes back only to the 
first half of the 19th century when a few states established separate 
residential schools for the blind, deaf, and retarded. The students 
were isolated from their families and the mainstream of life, but some 
at least were having their educational needs met. Often the "schools" 
for the retarded werP. really no more than long-term care facilities. 
Local public school programs did not materialize until early in 
the 20th century. These, where they existed, only minimally provided 
services--shorter days and school year--and almost never served the 
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severely handicapped. Special education teachers as well as their 
students often were merely tolerated in the public schools, and where 
they were present, they were kept apart from the rest of the school 
enrollment. 
By the end of the 1940's states began to mandate special education 
programs, and colleges and universities began turning out teachers 
trained in these special fields. This was due in part to influence 
exerted by parents. By this time families of the handicapped had 
united into advocacy and political action groups to lobby for programs 
from state and local sources. 
Groups such as local Associati.ons for Retarded Citizens, Easter 
Seals, and Mental Health Associations often went after funds themse.lves 
and provided services directly to their own children. They hired tea-
chers, therapists, evaluators, social workers, and camp counselors to 
direct programs for the retarded, physically disabled, and emotionally 
disturbed. Many of these same programs were eventually absorbed into 
the public school systems in the 70's. In 1963 the Association for 
Children with Learning Disabilities was formed, and another immense 
group of parents joined other parents to demand change. 
The federal government responded in the 60's by giving financial 
support to universities for teacher training programs and to state and 
local school systems for direct services to children. An agency to 
oversee special education, the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped, 
was created by Congress in 1967. BEH is now known as the Office of 
Special Education and Rehabilitative Services. By the early 70's, the 
number of handicapped children served in public schools was six times 
larger than in the mid 40's. 
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During the past decade parents have turned to legal action in 
pressing for programs and services. They first had to press, however, 
for the reaffirmation of two seemingly obvious rights-- one national 
and the other natural. Those were: 
1. The right of all exceptional children to have a free public 
education. 
2. The right of the parents to play a role in their children's 
education, t;,he most important part being consent. 
-;. 
The key case in which these rights were established was the 
Pennsylvania Assoc:f.ation for Retarded Citizens vs. Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania (1971). 
In another important case, Mills vs. the Board of Education 
(1971), the court ruled a school system could not excuse itself from 
serving handicapped children by claiming it did not have enough money. 
These and other landmark court decisions ultimately led to more 
state mandatory ~pecial education laws and two federal civil rights 
laws guaranteeing a place for the handicapped in the scheme of society 
and public education. Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 
protects the civil rights of all individuals with handicaps, and the 
Education for All Han.dicapped Children Act (P.L. 94-142) of 1975 
mandates a free appropriate public education for children with special 
needs. 
Parent organizat:f.ons have had great impact on the entire process 
of bringing special education to this point. The job of parents, 
however, is by no means over. Parents are needed to see to it that the 
guarantees embodied in the laws are implemented. Advocacy groups must 
continue watchdog efforts. 
23 
Parents need to reaffirm their role as active partners in the 
education of their children. The old medical model which encouraged 
parents to accept their child's limitations as unchangeable must be 
replaced with a firm belief in the potential for human development 
inherent in all of us. 
Attitudes of the professionals are changing due to parent involve-
ment. Professionals are now more inclined to recognize and accept the 
wide range ~.f feelings parents have, and to agree that parents do 
indeed have valuable knowledge about their child and a role to play in 
educational decision-making. 
Parents must continue to be involved in the education of their 
children, by assisting with the practical aspects of their own child's 
program, and also by overseeing the system as a whole. This will 
require new ways of thinking al"'.d relating by school!'! and parents alike. 
Administrators will need to beware of falling into the trap of serving 
the system to the. detriment of the student, who is after all, the 
crux of the entire concept of an appropriate individualized education. 
And parents will need to learn to not settle too easily for the path of 
least resistance. 
As an administrator with the Atlanta Board of Education (Atlanta 
Public School System, hereafter referred to as (APSS), the investigator 
has observed, theorized, analyzed, and in some instances baffled by the 
pnrent advocacy groups and their total function as it pertains to 
making parents aware of their rights under Public Law 94-142. Parent 
advocacy groups were very popular during the beginning, an embryonic 
stage of Public Law 94-142. These groups were designed to serve as a 
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support mechan:f.sm for parents and studfmts on how and if their rights 
were being violated. These groups served as a mouthpiece for parents 
to assure them of their rights, and that the school system did not 
violate the parents rights. 
Public Law 94-142 sets forth the philosophy that parents should be 
their children's representative for determining and monitoring their 
children's special education program. Yoshida and Gottlick (1977) 
characteriz~d parents in this role as active decision makers. Not all 
parents wanted to take on this role; feeling they didn't know what 
their rights were; afraid they would make the wrong decision pertaining 
to their child (children) or just plain frightened by all the educa-
tional expertise sitting around the table. To support parents in this 
role, caused parent advocacy groups which served as "spokesman" for 
both the parent and the child, leaving very little for the parent to do 
but to put their confidence with the parent advocate. 
It has been .several years since Congress revolutionized special 
education by enacting P.L. 94-142. Of the many new aspects of the law 
(e.g., nondiscriminatory evaluation, individualized educational 
planning, and _least restrictive educational placement), none seemed so 
radical as the parent participation provisions (Turnbull, 1978). These 
allow parents to participate in several ways with schools in the 
education of their handicapped children. Parents have rights to be 
part of the process for evaluating their children; plan their 
children's educational program; challenge the accuracy of their child's 
evaluation program or placement; give or withhold consent to initial 
evaluation or placement; have access to school records; and participate 
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in public hearings on the state special education plan (Wheat and 
Turnbull, 1980). 
"Radical" is a proper characterization of P.L. 94-142 parent 
participation provisions. The enactment of Sect:f.on 504 of the Rehabil-
itation Act (1973) prohibited discrimination in education based on 
handicap and was a foundation for P.L. 94-142, but it did not assure 
parent participation. The passage of the Buckley-Pel! Amendments in 
1974, allow~P.g parents to have access ·to their children's school 
records, prefaced parts of P.L. 94-142 and applied to all children, but 
only with respect to educational records. The Developmentally Disabled 
Assistance and Bill of Rights Act (1976) assured client participation 
in program planning, but the clients were disabled adults or their rep-
resentatives, not children, and the court decisions on education of 
handicapped children did not substantially advance parent participation 
(Turnbull and Turnbull, 1978). 
Senator Will~ams made three major assumptions: (1) Parents should 
make decisions about their children's education; (2) parent participa-
tion will help assure that children receive the full measure of their 
rights under P.L. 94-142, and (3) parents can and will be their 
children's teachers (Milafsky, 1979). 
Parent as Decision Maker 
Congress assumed that parents should make decisions about the 
education of their handicapped children. One subsidiary assumption was 
that parents wanted to be involved in making certain decisions. This 
position was taken by a parent association (UCPA), a special educator 
who worked with parents of handicapped children (Hurley and Gallagher, 
1975). 
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Another assumption was that parents' attendance at the IEP 
conference would enable them to be effective decision makers. The main 
people making this assumption included Representative Quie, the father 
of a learning-disabled child, testifying as a parent; the mother of a 
handicapped child; a representative of the National School Boards 
Association; and parents and professionals who participated in a 
President's Committee on Mental Retardation (PCMR) conference on 
educating !nner-city handicapped children. The Senate Committee 
~. 
explicitly made this assumption in its report on S. 6, the bill that 
was enacted as P.L. 94-142. 
Parent Participation to Assure Rights 
The second assumption was that parent participation would assure 
the child's rights under P.L. 94-142. This assumption has three parts. 
First, is that parent participation will improve the quality of 
educator's decisions, thereby affecting the child in a retardation 
profession. A ut).iversity special educator attributed the dispropor-
tiona! representative of blacks in special education to the fact that 
their parents are unable to speak out and are often not included in the 
diagnostic process. A parent was quite candid about participating, 
saying, "Parents, as con.sumers of education, should have more say in 
the quality of the product their school syf'!tems produce (Winton and 
Turnbull, 1981). 
The 1970's brought about the most significant legislative changes 
ever designed to promote thP- welfare of handicapped citizens. The 
Education for All Handicapped Children Act (Public Law 94-142, or P.L. 
94-142), the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (Public Law 93-112, or 
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P.L. 93-112, as amended), and the Developmentally Disabled Assistance 
and Bill of Rights Act (Public Law 94-103, or P.L. 94-103, as amended) 
all proposed sweeping changes not only in the service structure for 
handicapped citizens but also in their point of view regarding the 
rights of consumers of services to an intrinsic place in the planning 
process. The concept of consumer advocacy was infused into the service 
structure with the intent of providing more meaningful, more personal, 
and more ef~~ctive services to handicapped consumers (Roberts and Hawk, 
"t· 
1980). Seeking the broadest possible representative, legislative 
efforts incorporated the notion of direct consumer input or seeking 
that of their advocates or representatives. Little guidance was given 
whereby self-advocacy and parent adYocacy might conflict. 
To help delineate various helping roles, Wolfensberger (1978) 
identified three critical elements that distinguish the advocate from 
other types of helpers. First, an advocate possesses a spec1.al per-
sonal commitment to advance the cause of another person. The advocate 
goes beyond what is normally done or found acceptable to advance 
another's well-being. Secondly, advocates expend their own resources; 
that is, the advocate invests time, money, energy, etc. Thirdly, the 
advocate must be free from conflicts of interest and must be indepen-
dent of the effects of advocacy outcomes. 
The conflicts over who advocates are really advocating for has 
become a question now. Although the objectives of individual advocacy 
was unquestioned, the actual practice of advocates was unexamined until 
recently. It has been said, "advocates say they do and what they 
actually do are quite different" (Murphy, 1980). 
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Parents as Individuals 
Parents are individuals. Parents of handicapped children are not 
alike; they all come from the ranks of normal parents. Before they 
become parents of handicapped children, they were no more or less 
prepared for parenthood than were any other parents (Michaelis, 1980). 
For many years educators have been only considered the individual 
needs of parents and family members (Snell, Dunkle, 1979). Strom and 
Johnson (19~.8) saw a new trend in this direction: 
~-
Now that educators acknowledge a close relationship between 
parent development and child development, they no longer 
oppose the idea of helping mothers and fathers to become 
better teachers. Instead the new task for ma,y school 
systems is to design or adopt instruments and a curriculum 
which tdll allow for an individual approach to parent 
education. 
Schools plan~ing parent-training programs must assess the needs of 
their participants. One useful instrument is the Parent as a Teacher 
Inventorv (Strom and Slaughter, 1978), an attitude scale in which 
parents can describe their feelings about interacting with their child, 
their standards for assessing various aspects of the child, and their 
value preferences concerning child behavior. ThiA instrument helps in 
understanding ch:r.ld-rearing expectations of parents of intellectually 
handicapped children (Strom, Rees, Slaughter, and Wurster, 1980). 
It is important to note that if the parent-teacher relationship is 
to develop in a positive manner, teacher training must also include 
strategies to foster act:f.ve parent participation. Awareness of the 
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individuality of parents' backgrounds and needs as well as other 
factors is essential. Seligman (1979) points out variables that should 
be considered personalities of the parents, personality of the teacher, 
problems presented by the teachers may have of parents of exceptional 
children, anxieties teachers experience that are often related to the 
above, parents' prior experiences with professionals, and the level of 
interpersonal skill development of the teacher. 
Life Advocac;.! 
Parent participation extends far beyond the school experience. 
While acknowledging the impact of the school on the life of handicapped 
children, school represents a relatively small portion of their lives. 
In contemplating the total picture, schools may be viewed as training 
grounds for life advocacy. 
In speaking to parents of handicapped children, Osman (1979) 
summarizes: 
It will be up to the citizens of each community, as well as 
the educators, to implement the new law. What happens inside 
the schoolroom will largely depend on the dedication and the ' 
efforts of the parents of the children involved. Little that 
has happened in education thus far to help children with 
learning differences would have occurred without parental 
pressure. In the future, parents must continue, as always, 
to be advocates for their own children and for children 
everywhere. 
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Parents who seek active participation in planning for their chil-
dren's education often seen to be absent in postschool activities. If 
handicapped children are to be successful adults, the advocacy must 
continue. 
As with parent-teacher interaction, individual needs at the adult 
level must be considered. Evaluation of the parents' needs, the 
agencies' capabilities, and the handicapped adult's potential are 
necessary. :. 
~· 
At every level, parents can make no assumptions. Although there 
are more options than there have been in the past, the parent's role 
continues to be more advocate than participant. 
The ultimate goal is for the handicapped adult to become his own 
advocate. Steps in this direction make the struggle worthwhile. 
Parents as Advocates 
Parents have always been perceived as advocates for their 
children. The ad~inistrator feels this is much better, because parent 
advocates bring too much adversity to a less complicated due process 
procedure, instead when there are parent advocates present the pro-
cedure often times becomes too lengthy and too complicated. 
Federal law related to education of handicapped children recog-
nizes that parents are likely advocates for their children. Parents 
possess a personal fervor and particular caring for their own children 
(Wolfensberger, 1978, first criterion) and frequently care for their 
disabled children at considerable coAt to themselves (Wolfensberger, 
1978, second criterion). Parents understand and care for their 
children. They have an invested interest in the decision making 
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process. Parents have a unique ability to perceive their child's 
needs, and perhaps a biological urge to nurture their helplessness and 
dependent offspr:f.ng. The parent-child bond is one of the most 
permanent and pervasive links between any two people. Most parents 
want the best for their children and are willing to go to considerable 
efforts to achieve it. 
Secondly, parental participation will increase schools' account-
ability to :.handicapped children. A srate school superintendent, a 
~-
local educational agency superintendent, an official agency super in-
tendent, and an official of a state school for hearing impaired 
children, a professor of special education, the Council of Exceptional 
Children, and the Senate Committee all took this position. The New 
Jersey Commission of Education (Hurley and Gallagher, 1981) testified 
that the provisions for parental involvement and due process will serve 
as the most effective remedy they could design to protect the rights of 
handicapped children •••• such as excessive or mistaken labeling •••• and 
placement in inappropriate educational programs. 
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Parents as Teachers 
There are many groups (e.g., Easter Seals Society, Parents to 
Parents, etc.) that feel parents can and will be their children's 
teachers in the sense of carrying through at home on school-based 
training involves four subsidiary assumptions. There are many parents 
who want training so they can be actively involved in decision making 
as their children's teachers. 
One i~inent special educator (Jame~ J. Gallagher, 1979), the 
~-
first Director of the Bureau for the Education of the Handicapped) 
testified that parent participation through training will "relieve 
anxiety levels in parents and help them feel maybe they can handle the 
problem of their child's handicap themselves." 
The Easter Seals Society testified that special education is two-
dimensional, benefiting both the child and the parent; unless the 
the parent understands the child, the child is further handicapped in 
intellectual, social, and emotional achievement. The consequence is 
that the parent is also adversely affected as a parent (Turnbull, 
Turnbull, A. and Wheat, M.). 
A study was done which described the benefits of a model program 
involving parental programs that involved parents, teachers, and school 
administrator's in special education planning, waxed euphorically about 
"unique and dramatic sharing P.xperiences for all" and about "a circl~! 
of communication •••• between home and school." This model would clear 
the view of the assumptions concerning parental participation in that 
it benefits everyone--children, parents, and schools. 
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Although P.L. 94-142 made it possible for parents to be active in 
the total decision making process, active participation is a new con-
cept for parents and schools. It is interesting to note that parents 
still want educators to exercise authority over and responsibility for 
their children through the end of high school (Osman, 1980). Most 
adults today grew up in awe of teachers and administrators. The image 
of the school as a complete authority is firmly entrenched (Osman, 
1979). 
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Parents can and will be their child's teacher. This assumption is 
a very controversial one. Judgments range from that of Osman (1979), 
who predicted that parents who can be effective with their own child 
are rare, to Heward, Dardig, and Rossett (1979), who states: 
The role of parents in carrying out instructional programs in 
the home with their handicapped child is critical. Research 
shows that handicapped children progress much faster in all 
areas when tqeir home environment supports and extends school 
programming. Parents can be instrumental in teaching their 
handicapped child many academic, social, self-help, communi-
cation, and vocational skills (Marion, 1981). 
The writer perceives parents as educators in three ways: (1) They 
teach children directly in the home; (2) they manage their children's 
education through such activities as monitoring homework and coordina-
ting the efforts of tutors and other agents; and (3) they function as 
socializers, learning and practicing new child-rearing techniques. 
Complicated Barriers 
In the interaction between school personnel and parents of 
handicapped children they argue that the basis of the problem l:f.es in 
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the continued use by professionals of the medical model, under which 
parents are perceived as patients who should cooperate with schools in 
an accepting parent-like manner. Parents who are aggressive may be 
seen as hostile, insensitive to teachers, dominating, and uncompro-
mising (Seligman, 1979). Their challenge of authority may even be 
viewed as a symptom of emotional maladjustment (Gliedman and Roth, 
1981). 
Anothe~ barrier is that parents are ·technically afraid, and their 
level of anxieties increase which interferes with total communication. 
Several things may contribute to parents' fears (Turnbull and Turnbull, 
1978): 
l. Their own school experience. 
2. Apprehension of learning that their child is not performing 
satisfactorily in school. 
3. The fear of being blamed by the teachers for much of their 
child's problems, .and previous contacts with schools that proved to be 
embarrassing. 
Parents also may feel uncomfortable because their social and economical 
status may differ from that of the educators. 
A second part of the major assumption is that parental participa-
tion will increase schools' accountabil:f.ty to handicapped children. A 
state school superintendent, a local educational agency superintendent, 
an official of a state school for heari.ng impaired children, a 
professor of special education, the Council for Exceptional Children, 
and the Senate Committee all took this position. 
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The Administrator--What Makes Him/Her Exceptional 
An administrator's success depends very strongly upon the 
effectiveness of his managerial style, i.e. , his way of working with 
the academic staff, parents, students, and non-professional personnel 
in assisting them in attaining the educational goals of the 
institution. An effective "best" leadership style for all situations 
does not exist. An administrator must be proficient and have acquired 
mastery in judging which style (approach! is necessary and appropriate 
-;. 
for a given set of circumstances. This will enable him/her to assess 
accurately the forces determining his appropriate leadership style--
what it should be and being able to behave accordingly. 
Dunn and Dunn (1977) stated that the first, and often time 
foremost, obstruction to effective administerial styles is related to 
varying perceptions of the administrator and those with whom he works. 
It would benefit the administrator to do what he can to identify his 
perceptions and 1;hose perceptions held by individuals working with 
him/her. The administrator should measure those perceptions by 
reality. A second obstacle is found in the confusion of the roles of 
leadership and management. The administrator is forced to use both, 
and they sometimes overlap. Alec McKenzie (1972) is gaining perspec-
tive on these two concepts, classified mana.gement as a science and 
leadership as an art. 
Leadership is difficult and requires an analysis of the 
individual, the group, and the situation. Tannebaum and Schmidt (1973) 
listed the following factors as influencing adopted leadership style: 
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1. The administrator's behavior is influenced by the personality, 
value system, leadership tendencies, confidence in underlings, 
tolerance for ambiguity, and desire to share decision. 
2. The subordinates are influenced by their individual charac-
teristics, patterns of behavior, and attitudes toward work or assigned 
tasks. 
3. The situation is largely influenced by the organization and 
its values, goals, constraints, norms, policies and expectations. 
People come together to work and live interactively establishing 
institutions. These institutions are designed for specific functions 
and therefore can be differentiated and analyzed in terms of roles. 
Getzels and Guber (1957) depicts this concept as seen below. 
INSTITUTION-------------- ROLE--------------ROLE EXPECTATION 
Administration in this sense is that mix of roles, people, and 
facilities needed to achieve the goals of the institution had having 
one dimension. Institutions are defined by their role and their role-
expectations; individuals within those institutions are defined by 
their personalities and their need dispositions (te~dency of individual 
to need or be disposed to act a certain way). The administrative 
process deals with the mediation between institutional expectation and 
the personality need. Conflict arises when discrepancies exist between 
the expectations held for a given role and the personality needs of the 
role incumbent. Ideally, the individual should be able to fulfill the 
needs of his personality and the expectations of the institution. If 
agreement on goals and values of the institution exceeds conflicts 
between role expectation and personal disposition, the individual will 
work toward helping the institution achieve its goal. 
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A leadership model developed by Gibson (1976) is good so that 
parents and administrators could look at and develop to meet their 
humanly needs. This theory is based on the premise that as the level 
of maturity of subordinate increases, leader behavior requires less 
structure (task) and less socio-emotional support (relationships). 
Maturity is defined in terms of achievement, motivation, willingness, 
and ability to take responsibility, experience and task relevant 
education. As the person matures, he/she moves from a passive state 
to a state of increasing activity--from dependen~e to independence. 
Leadership has to be a combined effort, parents and administrators 
both must feel totally confident and comfortable in what they know. 
This confidence is torn apart when an individual is not to~lly 
knowledgeable pertaining to certain critical issues. 
Halpin (1956) states that the behavior of leaders varies widely 
from one leadership situation to another. In this connection, Hemphill 
(1954) in an elaborate and careful study, has analyzed in detail the 
relation between the leader's behavior and the size of the group and 
has concluded that, as compared with small groups'· large groups make 
more and difficult demands upon the leader. The leader is a large 
group tends to be impersonal and is inclined to enforce rules and regu-
lations firmly and impartially. In smaller groups, the leader plays a 
more personal role. Under the restraints of the federal laws which 
have been mandated under Public Law 94-142, the leader, which in this 
instance will be the school administrator, must take a passive but 
knowledgeable role so that all parties involved in securing an appro-
priate education plan for exceptional students is carried out to its 
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fullest. This way, the parents as well as administrators are "winners" 
and most important the student will receive all necessary services 
needed. 
The largest confusion educators/administrators have in common is 
the lack of communication, and in some instances too much communica-
tion. In Bernard's term (1938), the leader must facilitate cooperative 
group action that is both effective and efficient. He focused on 
communication as the chief vehicle of cooperation which is effective 
only to the degree that those receiving it understand and accept it. 
Halpin (1966) made the followin.g observation: 
Because we can never measure all the behavior of an 
individual, any measurement procedure we adopt must entail a . 
form of selection. We have chosen to measure tt"o specific 
dimensions of leader behavior: Initiating Structure and 
Consideration. Initiating Structure refers to the leader's 
behavior in delineating the relationship between himself and 
members of the work group, and in endeavoring to establish 
well-defined patterns of organization, channels of 
communication, and methods of procedure. Consideration 
refers to behavior indicative of friendship, mutual trust, 
respect, and warmth in the relationship between the leader 
and the members of his staff. 
John J. Carson (1965) sees the leader as an entrepreneur who seeks 
opportunities, plans strategy, sells ideas to subordinates, and 
recognizes that authority may be downgraded, but responsibility is not. 
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Robert R. Katz (1954) states that a leader is good when he can 
make a functionable team out of people with varying skills. His most 
important function is to reconcile, coordinate, compromise and appraise 
in various aspects, viewpoints and talents under his direction. He 
defined the administrator or leader as one who directs the activities 
of others and assumes the responsibility for achieving certain goals 
and objectives through these efforts. 
Finally, Donald E. Walker (1979) describes the successful leader 
as one who understands the status that goes with the office, but one 
who is not preoccupied with his authority; preferring to work closely 
as follows professionals with others of the institutions; preferring to 
serve rather than rule. The leader practices "a democratic polit.ical 
style of administration" characterized by problem solving and the 
formation of administrative terms. He realizes that people solve their 
own problems when they feel that their decisions really count and when 
appropriate structure have been developed to encourage such activity. 
Parent/Child Advocate Groups 
"No one can care about a child in the way that 
concerned parents do (Klein, 1975)." 
Advocacy means "representing or speaking for another person (Paul, 
Nenfeld and Pelasi, 1977 p. 201)." Child advocates are persons who are 
concerned about the match between the child and his/her environment, 
persons who support the child and who stand up for the child's rights. 
Parents are usually the first and the most effective advocates for 
their child, but for those who feel awkward or are not aware of their 
parental rights seek parent/child advocacy groups to speak out on 
behalf of their child(ren). 
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Advocacy groups are knowledgeable of how parentR should and do 
exercise their rights concerning educational programming for handi-
capped children. Advocacy groups have been trained to know every facet 
of the law--its strengths and its limitations. They have been trained 
as to how far the administrator can be pushed for what they feel is the 
betterment of the child when indeed, in many instances, they are 
floating their knowledge with little interest on the child but making a 
name for themselves for making the due process procedures adversarial. 
The things the advocate does are as follows: 
1. Speaks on behalf of the parent at staffings. 
2. Present and talks to parents if there is a hearing. 
3. Obtains copies of the law and of the state and local plan for 
implementing Public Law 94-142. 
4. Makes the parents aware of the section of the documents which 
relate to the parents rights and the child's rights. Parents need to 
be fully informed about their rights, and know the specific steps to 
take to get needed educational services for their child(ren) in their 
local area. 
Things Parents Can do to Form Parent Advocacy Groups 
Join a Parent Organization 
There are numerous organizations for parents of handicapped 
children. Parent organizations have accomplished a great deal in their 
efforts to find a~d improve services to handicapped children. In 
addition to their advocacy role, they provide parent-to-parent support 
and other services such as information dissemination. By joining a 
parent organization the parent is in a position to be an advocate, not 
only for their child, but for other children as well. 
41 
Become a Member of a Community Advisory Committee 
Each educational agency operating a Comprehensive Plan for Special 
Education must establish a community advisory committee (Klein, 1974). 
These committees are composed of parents of children with exceptional 
needs, other parents, teachers, other school personnel, representatives 
of public and private agencies, and other persons interested in the 
education of the handicapped. The majority of the members must be 
parents, and the majority of the parent members must be parents of 
children with exceptional needs. 
Committee members are appointed by the local school board, and 
committee responsibilities include advising the administration of the 
local educational agency, assisting in parent education, and enc.our-
aging public involvement in the development and review of the local 
comprehensive plan (Klein, 1974). 
Membership on a community advisory committee is a relative new 
role for most parents and school personnel. There is, however, a need 
for members who really understand children with special needs, and who 
are committed to working hard to effect change. Th~re are also parent 
advisory groups operating in many school districts where the membership 
is open to all interested parents. 
Be an Active Citi?:en 
"Change comes slowly--through public awareness 
(consciousness -raising) and through public pressure 
(Barnes, 1975)." 
One way to be an active citizen is to let your representatives on 
local councils, state legislators, and in Congress know what is needed 
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by handicapped children. You can do this by writing a letter. Letters 
can also go to newspapers and other media, to other parents, profes-
s ionals, and consumer advocacy groups. Letters can increase public 
awareness and bring pressure for needed changes, as Barnes (1975) 
points out. Letters can also support a position, a program, or school 
district effort, and possibly ensure continuation. 
Barnes (1975) suggests using the following when the advocate or 
consumer writes a letter: 
1. a statement of the position on the issue and the reason for 
it; 
2. documents or quotations from authorities that back up a point 
of view. 
3. an appeal to the image of the addressee, to support a position 
("In the campaign portrayed as an advocate for the handicapped ••• "); 
4. a request for some specific section or response to the letter 
("We would like your response in writing to the following question."); 
5. carbons sent to relevant persons and noted on the original 
("cc: Dr. Alonzo Crim, Superintendent, Atlanta. Public Schools"). 
Keep copies of letters and records of the meetings with public 
officials. Parents and other coromunity members have been able to 
accomplish a lot for the handicapped--and yet: 
We hear from parents who say that the 'deck is stacked' 
against them ••• that the administrator puts children into 
classrooms just because the Apace hR.ppens to exist--not 
because they fit children's needs. We hear good things, too, 
and we hope for more. Our hearts go out to the gutsy and 
lonely fighters for their courage, and hope that we're making 
headway into a day when the process of protest will hardly 
ever be needed. It's a huge job. There are still miles to 
go--but it was through consumer action and determination that 
we ever got this far in the first place. (Report from Claser 
Lord, 1977). 
Organize or Volunteer to Participate in Action Projects 
The investigator has learned that the essence of the parent 
advocacy effort is the belief in the possibility for change. 
Parents, working together, can change educational policies and 
practices, and even attitudes and values within their community (Barch, 
R.H., 1976) 
Suggested Action Projects 
1. Hold informal meetings with other parents of children with 
exceptional needs to share information on legal rights/responsibilities 
and local resources. 
2. Form a parent-to-parent support program to provide information 
and assistance to new special education parents. Match "new" and "old" 
parents in a "buddy system," so that "new" parents w:f.ll have the 
support of a person who has been "through the process." It helps to 
know that one is not alone and that one has someone who shares in the 
individual experience to rely upon. 
3. Identify community resources available to handicapped children 




4. Identify resources for legal assistance; deRign and distribute 
the information, including eligibility terms and cost of services. 
5. Start a telephone information service for parents. Locate it 
in a central place, such as the district or county school's office. 
Staff the service with parent volunteers who can answer parents' 
questions about parent training programs ar..d community resources for 
the handicapped. 
6. Set up and operate a parent library. The collection can 
include parent training materials, books about exceptional children, 
reprints of helpful magazine articles, etc. 
7. Conduct workshops to train parents in the ~xercise of their 
rights (how to prepare for IEP planning conferences; how to initiate 
due process, etc.). 
8. Volunteer to assist school personnel in specific projects. 
Mandatory special education will place the responsibility for 
providing educational services for all children with special needs 
where it belongs, in the public schools; but the implementation of the 
legislation will require continual watching by pa~ent organizations. 
In time, such legislation should relie'le the individual parent of a 
burden that has been his too long. Backed by law, he too will find it 
easier to assume a more militant posture in advocating their child's 
right to education or treatment. It is no longer a question of asking 
for privileges or charity for the child. It is now, or should be, a 
matter of asserting the legal rights of individual children who have 
clearly been the victims of subtle and overt discrimination. 
The obligation for the parent to become "expert" on the neP.ds of 
their own child(ren) will always be present. No one can do that for 
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the child(ren), and they will require the help of professionals to 
become expert. Administrators, in turn, will have to accomplish a 
major switch in their thinking and look upon themselves as consultants 
to parents, with the principal obligation of sharing their particular 
expertise with the parents of the child whom they diagnose, treat, or 
educate. It is a new look which makes new demands on the professional 
and somewhat different, but not substantially more difficult, demands 
on the pare~t. The prospect of a better informed, more understanding 
~· 
parent raising a child(ren) with more clearly defined rights holds far 
more promise for the futures of children with disabilities than post 
practices (Gorham et al., 1975). 
What is The Administrator's Role as it Pertains 
to The Program for Exceptional Children? 
The Atlanta Public School System is a decentralized system. The 
Program for Exceptional Children (PEC) is administered at three 
(3) levels: The. Central Office, Area Office and Local School. The 
investigator's concentration will deal with the Local school 
administrator and his/her function as it should be based on the 
federally mandated law, Public Law 94-142. 
The operational accountability for all programs (including Program 
for Exceptional Children) within each local school is vested in the 
building principal. Each local school serves students within a 
specified geographic area. Students may be assigned to other schools 
on the basis of the "minority to majority" program and/ or program 
availability. All procedural due proce~s as mandated by P.L. 94-142 is 
initiated at the local school (Atlanta Public Schools, 1986). 
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The Local School Administrator 
The local school administrator/principal has the primary responsi-
bility for all programs within his/her school. The principal: 
1. supervises and evaluates PEC staff; 
2. administers PEC within the local school; 
3. designates the persons to serve as In-School Team Chairperson 
and Recorder; 
4. fa~ilitates the Student Support Team activities; 
-;. 
5. receives or designates person to receive referrals for 
Referral Conferences; 
6. reviews and signs all IEPs to indicate approval; 
7. assures the delivery of all services listed on the IEP; 
8. verifies PEC student data; 
9. develops, implements and evaluates inservice and parent 
education programs; 
10. assures ~he maintenance of Confidential Folders; 
11. budgets for and/ or approves PEC purchases within the school; 
12. apprises appropriate Area Office staff of special needs 
relative to modification of facilities, additional space, etc.; 
13. has authority to initiate requests for Due Process Hearings. 
The Responsibilities of the Local School Administrator 
in Identifying Special Needs of Students 
The major beginning of the due process procedure in identifying 
students who may need assistance in the Program for Exceptional 
Children is primarily the responsibility of the local school admini-
strator. It is of utmost importance that the school administrator 
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acquires as much knowledge as possible pertaining to Public Law 94-142, 
if the administrator does not have a broad overview of the law many 
problems will arise between the parent and the school. 
The following is a list of responsibilities the school 
administrator has as it pertains to the PEC program: 
1. Facilitates the organization of the Student Support Team (SST) 
and assures that guidelines are followed; 
2. De~.ignates or identifies persons to serve as In-School Team 
~. 
Chairperson and Recorder; 
3. Receives or designates person to receive referrals for SST 
Conferences from classroom teacher(s); facilitates the transmitting of 
records to the SST Chairperson; 
4. Upon the completion of SST activities, assures that appro-
priate follow-up procedures are followed; 
5. Assures that parents receive appropriate correspondence and 
notification rega~ding school's concerns about their child(ren); 
6. Assures that the Referral Conference is scheduled and held, as 
warranted; 
7. Facilitates the securing of signatures of parents who are not 
in attendance at conferences; 
8. Has authority to initiate Due Process Hearing procedures if 
parent withholds consent for evaluation. 
Local School Administrator's Responsibilities for Evaluation 
The local administrator: 
1. assures that Confidential Records are developed and maintained 
correctly; 
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2. assigns tasks to staff, as warranted, and assures that persons 
under his/her supervision conduct necessary evaluations; 
3. assures that related activities are conducted expeditiously 
and effectively; 




Research Methods and Procedural Steps 
The questions posed were investigated by use of a questionnaire 
developed by the investigator. Sixty administrators in the Atlanta 
Public Schodl System were asked to respond to the questionnaire. For 
the purpose of this study, administrator was defined as the principal 
whose primary responsibility was the overall direction of their 
specific school. Selected parents of handicapped students enrolled in 
the elementary, middle, and high schools for the Program for 
Exceptional Children in the Atlanta Public School System were used and 
were extremely significant to the study. Parent was defined as the 
one legally registered adult who is the biological parent, guardian or 
surrogate who has the primary responsibility for the maintenance and 
welfare of the student attending school. The two groups were asked to 
report their perceptions and understanding of Public Law 94-142 and 
its ramifications on the investigators developed questionnaire. 
The procedural steps employed in this study were: 
1. Three hundred (300) parents from the three adm:l.nistrative 
areas who had a handicapped child/children in the Atlanta Public 
School System from elementary through high school, who were randomly 
selected from sixty (60) schools throughout the three administrative 
areas (referred to as Areas I, II, and ~II). 
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2. Sixty (60) principals out of a total of 116 (hereafter 
referred to as school administrators) from elementary through high 
school were randomly selected and were given an administrator's 
questionnaire which was disseminated throughout the three administra-
tive areas (Areas I, II, and II). There was a total oftwenty (20) 
administrators randomly selected from each administrative area. 
3. Only parents and administrators from the Atlanta Public School 
System were :.used in this study. 
~· 
4. The questionnaires were field piloted and tested for validity 
using ten schools across administrative areas. From those administra-
tive areas fifteen parents from elementary through high school, and ten 
school administrators from elementary through high school were used in 
field testing the questionnaire. The results indicated that the 
instrument was appropriate for the use of the study being investigated. 
6. The questionnaire was designed for parents and administrators 
dealing with socipeconomic background, knowledge of Public Law 94-142, 
marital status, sex, education and income. 
7. The collected data were analyzed, charted and tabulated. 
8. The collected data was reviewed by a panel of experts who 
will validate the questionnaire. 
9. The findings were reported and appropriate implications and 
conclusions of the study were delineated. 
10. The data was analyzed according to the findings from the 
statistica~ tests. 
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Research Design and Methodology 
This study was designed to investigate whether or·not discrepan-
cies exist in the perceptions of parents as it pertained to their 
knowledge of Public Law 94-142, and to the school administrators' 
(principals) perceptions of their knowledge of Public Law 94-142, and 
to determine if there was conflict between the perceptions of parents 
and school administrations as it was relative to Public Law 94-142, and 
was this conflict knowledged based. 
This chapter was presented as follows: 
a. Population/Setting Discription 
b. Instrumentation 
c. Data Collection Procedures 
d. Data Analysis Techniques 
Atlanta Public Schools 
The research reported in this study was conducted in the Atlanta 
Public School System. The Atlanta Public School System is representa-
tive of a large urban school system functioning in a decentralized 
organizational pattern. 
The Atlanta Public Schools is comprised of 117 schools (85 
elementary, 10 middle and 22 high schools) divided in three adminis-
trative areas: I, II ·and III. The total enrollment is approximately 
69,000 students and approximately 10,000 of this population is being 
served in the Program for Exceptional Children. There are approxi-
mately 116 school administrators and 414 Program for Exceptional 
Children teachers. The racial composition of the student enrollment is 
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approximately 91.0 percent black, 8.4 percent white and .6 percent 
other ethnicities. 
Population 
Because the Atlanta Public School System is totally decentralized 
and divided into three administrat:f.ve areas, school administrators and 
parents of handicapped children were randomly selected from elementary, 
middle and high schools. A total of sixty (60) schools were randomly 
selected, where questionnaires were issued to sixty (60) school 
administrators across the three administrative areas, and a total of 
six hundred (600) parents across the three administrative areas were 
used to participate in the parent questionnaire. The sixty school 
administrators in the Atlanta Public Schools were are defined as any 
full time principal of the Atlanta Public Schools whose primary 
responsibility is the direction of the school program, project, and 
department of the system. Selected parents of handicapped children 
currently enrolled ·in the elementary, middle ·and high schools of the 
Atlanta Public Schools were included in this study. Parent is defined 
as the individual who is a legally registered adult who is the·natural 
parent, guardian or other person who has the primary responsibility 
for the maintenance and welfare of the student attending a handicapped 
program. 
Subjects 
The subjects of this study was restricted to the parents and 
school administrators within the Atlanta Public School System. 
A total of sixty (60) school administrators were 'r'andomly 
selected and issued an administrative questionnaire by taking every 
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fifth school from the three administrative areas listed in the 
Personnel Directory. This method gave the investigator an equally 
proportionate~number of elementary, middle and high schools, and also 
the investigator was able to obtain a broad awareness of the 
individual's perceptions of Public Law 94-142 as it was perceived 
by the school administrator and parents. 
A total of six hundred (600) parents were randomly selected from a 
population of 6, 000 handicapped students. This was done by the 
secretary who obtained the special education teachers' roster who 
taught students in self-contained and resource programs. 
There was a total of two hundred (200) parents selected from each 
administrative area from elementary through high school. The list of 
parents'~names were given to the principal at each selected school, and 
he/she was responsible for disseminating the questionnaire to each 
student of the selected parent to complete the questionnaire. (Confi-
dentiality was maintained because only the principal randomly 
selected which parent was sent the questionnaire then discards the 
list.) 
There was a letter to the school administrator and parents 
informing them about the questionnaire. A self-addressed stamped 
envelope was issued to the parents and they forwarded the filled out 
questionnaire back to the investigator with a deadline issued. The 
school administrators were be given a letter giving them specific 
instructions concerning the questionnaire. The school administrator 
was sent his/her questionnaire through the school mail to the 
investigator. The deadline for both parents and school administrators 
were found in the cover letter. 
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There was a sheet issued to each school administrator and parent 
with a statement which read, "I have received and answered all parts of 
the questionnaire to the best of my ability." The school administrator 
signed the statement and return the questionnaire to the investigator 
by way of the school mail. The parents followed the same procedure, 
but they were given a self-addressed stamped envelope within the time 
frame allotted to return to the investigator. 
Instrumentation/Development of Instrumentation 
Two questionnaires were constructed and field-tested by the inves-
tigator. 6ne questionnaire was designed specifically for parents and 
the second questionnaire was designed specifically for school adminis-
trators. A random sample was conducted using every fifth school, which 
was used to select the school administrators, and every fifth parent 
from the special education teacher's case load was issued a parental 
questionnaire. A letter accompanied both questionnaires giving 
indepth directions on what and how the responses were to be answered. 
The letter also stated after completing the questionnaire the procedure 
they followed was to return the information back to the investigator. 
There were two parts to the questionnaire: (1) Personal Data and 
(2) General Information. A total of 15 questions were developed for 
the parents in Part I and 36 questions in Part II. A total of 13 
questions were developed for school administrators in Part I, and 28 
questions in Part II to establish the complete awareness or unawareness 
as to the subjects' perception of Public Law 94-142. A panel of 
experts (the investigator's committee and a professor from Research and 
Evaluation) will validate the questionnaires. 
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In o~de~ to establish whethe~ the pa~ents' questionnai~es had been 
completed by one of the th~ee administrative areas, the form 
(questionnaire) will be color coded as follows: 
1. Area I - yellow 
2. Area II - blue 
3. Area III - red 
P~ocedure for Data Collection 
Permission to conduct research in the Atlanta Public Schools was 
secured from Research and Evaluation. At the time permission was 
granted, activities identified below were followed to collect data 
for the study: 
1. (March) Research and Evaluation Division received the proposal 
and a lette~ stating what the investigator wished to 
accomplish. The proposal contained: 
a. Sample of parents of handicapped children in elementary 
schools, middle ·and high schools; 
b. School administrators employed in the 
Schools. 
Atlanta Public 
2. (March) Questionnaires distributed to parents and adminis-
t~ators. 
3. (April) Collection of data and analysis of data. 
4. (May) Finalizing all data. 
5. (June) - Defend 
Data Analysis 
The questionnaires were composed of 49 questions for pa~ents and 
41 questions for school administrators. An expert panel validated 
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the questionnaires. The following responses were obtained from both 
the school administrators and parents: 
1. Yes--they were aware, as totally knew what the question asked. 
2. No--they were not aware, or uncertain as to what the question 
asked. 
3. I Don't Know--they do not know the question at all, or are 
totally unfamiliar with it. 
4. Very Little--they do·not know the question totally. 
The ·number of yes, no, I don't know, and very little responses were 
compiled in table form. Also, percentages were based on the number of 
responses given. Chi-square will be employed to see if there is any 
significant difference. In order for the responses to the questions to 
differ significantly, chi-square at the .05 level of confidence must be 
utilized. 
It will also be noted, if there are significant differences 
dealing with parents and administrators, their marital status, economic 
and educational background, inservice training on Public Law 94-142, 
·and if there is an affect dealing with parents and administrators' 
awareness or unawareness to certain questions pertaining to Public Law 
94-142. 
Chapter IV 
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 
The data presented in this chapter focused upon the results of two 
questionnaires, both of which were administered separately to parents 
of handicapped students across the three administrative areas (I, II, 
III), and to school administrators (principals) across the three 
administrative areas in the Atlanta Public School System. 
The questionnaires were composed of forty-nine (49) questions for 
parents and school administrators. Twenty-one of the questions were 
the same for both parents and administrators. The remaining twenty-
eight questions were divided based ·on their significance for either the 
parents and school administrators. These questions were summarized and 
their significance was reported. 
The responses of parent and administrator respondents to each of 
the questions were reported. The following responses were given: 
1. Yes - they were aware or totally knew the question asked. 
2. No - they were not aware or uncertain as to what the question 
asked. 
3. Don't Know- they did not know the question at all. 
57 
58 
4. Very Little - they had only limited knowledge of the question 
asked. 
5. No Response - they did not want to respond to the question at 
all. 
The number of yes, no, don't know, very little or no response were 
compiled in table form. Percentages were used based on the number of 
responses given. Chi-square, degrees of freedom and significance were 
also reported. Chi-square was employed to see if there was any signi-
ficant difference. In order for the responses to the questions to 
differ significantly, chi-square at the • 05 level of confidence was 
utilized. 
The questionnaires were sent to sixty (60) school administrators 
and three hundred (300) parents of handicapped students in the Program 
for Exceptional Children in the Atlanta Public Schools. Forty-four 
(44) of the sixty questionnaires were returned from the school 
administrators, and two hundred thirty three (233) of the parents 
returned their questionnaire. 
Table 1 provided information to the questio~ which asked are 
parents and school administrators knowledgeable of Public Law 94-142. 
In this section, the compiled data for each group of parents and school 
administrators are reported. 
Of the 233 parents who responded in Table 1, 196 or 84.1 percent 
were female and 37 or 23.2 percent were male. Of the 44 school admini-
strators who responded in Table 1, 19 or 43.2 percent were female, and 
25 or 56.8 percent were male. 
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The data also revealed that 91 or 39.1 percent of female parents 
had heard of Public Law 94-142, where only 17 or 7.3 of the males had 
heard of it. The data revealed that 19 or 43.2 of the female admini-
strators had heard of the law, and 25 or 56.8 percent of the male 
administrators were abreast; 74 or 31.8 percent of the parents who were 
female answered no as compared to 0 percent of the female admini-
strators responding; 16 or 6.9 percent of the male parents responded 
no, as compared to 0 percent of the male administrators. Thirty-one or 
13.3 percent female parents and 4 or 1.7 percent of male parents gave 
no response. There was 0 percent of no responses for both female and 
male administrators. 
Of the 233 parent respondents in Table 1, the T'laj ority, 103 or 
44.2 percent, were between the ages of 30 and 39 years as opposed to 
the majority of school administrator respondents, 23 or 52.3 percent 
being between the ages of 50 and 65. 
The data revealed that there were 233 parent respondents according 
to race. One hundred eighty four (184) or 79.0 percent were Black; 40 
or 17.2 percent were Caucasian; 4 or 1.7 percent were Oriental and 5 or 
2.1 percent fell into the· category of Other. The distribution of 
responses were: 87 or 37.4 percent Black, 19 or 8.2 percent Caucasian, 
1 or 0.4 percent Oriental and Other had heard of Public Law 94-142. 
The 44 school administrator respondents revealed that 37 or 84. 1 Black, 
and 7 or 15.9 Caucasian had heard of Public Law 94-142. It should also 
be noted that all forty-four (44) of the school administrative popula-
tion responded affirmatively. The dntn further revealed that there 
were no si.gnificant differences found in both the parent and 
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administrator responses based on sex and age. There was, however, a 
significant difference pertaining to marital status on the parental 
respondents. All 233 parents answered this showing the majority, 95 or 
40.8 percent of the parents that were married understood or had heard 
of the law, whereas 68 or 29.2 percent of the single parent respondents 
had no knowledge of it. This yielded a significance at the 0.002 level 
with 8 degrees of freedom. 
In Table 1 there were significant differences found in the 
parent's responses dealing with number of children, education, income 
and housing. Those parents who had from 1 to 3 children or 64 or 27.5 
percent, as opposed to 4 or more children 22 or 9.4 percent answered 
the question affirmatively. The data further revealed that 33 or.l4.2 
percent of the parents with a college degree or higher had heard of the 
law, whereas 68 or 29.2 percent had not. There was a significant 
difference found to be at 0. 0007 (chi-square) with eight degrees of 
freedom. There was no significant difference found with the school 
administrator according to educational level. The data revealed that 
10 or 22.7 percent had master's; 17 or 38.6 percen~ had specialist and 
doctorate degrees. 
Income was found to be very significant with the parental respon-
dents, whereas it was not a significant factor with the school 
administrator. Parents whose incomes ranged between $14,000 and above 
12.4 percent had heard of Public Law 94-142 as compared to those 
parents whose incomes ranged between $5,000-$10,000, 28.7 percent. 
This difference was found to be significant at the 0. 0011 level with 
sixteen degrees of freedom. It was interesting to note that in looking 
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at educational level and income was also significant. Those parents 
with a high school diploma, 153 or 65.7 percent, and an income between 
$5,000-$10,000 were significantly different from those parents with a 
college degree or higher, 18 or 7.7 percent, with an income of $20,000 
or over. The parent with a high school diploma heard and was more 
aware of the law than the parents with a college degree or higher. 
There was no significant difference between the school administrators 
with a master's degree, 10 or 22.7 percent, and those with specialists 
or doctoral degrees, 17 or 38.6 percent. 
·A decided majority of the parent respondents, 135 or 57.9 percent, 
were buying a home. Only 39 or 16.7 percent owned a home, and 57 or 
24.5 percent were renting. There was a significant difference found 
at 0.014 with six de~rees of freedom dealing with housing. The parent 
respondents who rented responded 33 or 14.2 percent "yes;" 12 or 5.2 
percent "no" and 12 or 5.2 percent "no response." Those parents buying 
a home responded 52 or 22.3 percent "yes;" 65 or 27.9 percent "no," 
and 20 or 8. 6 percent "no response." Those who owned their homes, 23 
or 9. 9 percent, "yes," 13 or 5. 6 percent "no" and ~ or 1. 3 percent d:f.d 
not respond. There was no significant difference as to housing with 
the school administrator. 
There was no significant difference between the parent respondents 
and school administrator respondents dealing with employment. 
62 
Table 1.1 
KNOWLEDGE OF PUBLIC LAW 94-142 
Total 
Yes No No Res:2onse Total PoEulation 
Grou:2s N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Sex 
Male 17 7.3 16 6.9 4 1.7 37 23.2 




Under 20 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 o.o 
20-24 2 0.9 2 0.9 0 o.o 4 1.7 
25-29 4 1.7 2 0.9 0 o.o 6 2.6 
30-39 38 16.7 45 19.3 20 8.6 103 44.2 
40-49 16 6. 9" 9 3.9 6 2.6 31 13.3 
50-65 2 0.9 5 2. 1 0 o.o 7 3.0 





Single 21 9.0 34 14.6 13 5.6 68 29.2 
Married 52 22.3 33 14.2 10 4.3 95 40.8 
Widowed 4 1.7 7 3.0 7 3.0 18 7.7 
Divorced 31 13.3 16 6.9 5 2.1 52 22.3 
233 
100.0 
Sex Age Marital Status 
Chi-Square = 1.843 20,272 24.296 
Degrees of Freedom = 4 degrees 14 degrees 8 degrees 
Significance = 0.764 0.121 0.002* 
*A significant difference at the .05 level of confidence. 
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Table 1.2 (Continued) 
Total 
Yes No No Res~onse Total Po~ulation 
Grou~s N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Race 
Caucasian 19 8.2 16 6.9 5 2.1 40 17.2 
Black 87 37.4 69 29.7 28 12.0 184 79.0 
Oriental 1 0.4 1 0.4 2 0.9 4 1. 7 
Indian 0 o.o 0 0.0 0 o.o 0 o.o 





1 24 10.3 26 11.2 4 1.7 54 23.2 
2 30 12.9 23 9.9 11 4.7 64 27.5 
3 30 12.9 15 6.4 12 5.2 57 24.5 
4" 16 6.9 6 2.6 0 o.o 22 9.4 
5 5 2.1 14 6.0 6 2.6 25 10.7 
More 




Elementary 1 0.4 0 o.o 0 o.o 1 0.4 
High School 58 24.9 68 29.2 27 11.6 153 65.7 
College 33 14.2 21 9.0 7 3.0 61 26.2 
Above 





$5,000 17 7.3 33 14.2 17 7.3 67 28". 7 
$5,000 -
$8,000 8 3.4 10 4.3 1 0.4 19 8.2 
$10,000 -
$20,000 39 16.7 33 14.2 10 4.3 82 35.2 
$20,000 -
$40,000 27 11.6 11 4.7 5 2. 1 43 18.4 
Above 
$40,000 17 7.3 3 1. 3 2 0.9 22 9.4 
233 
100.0 
Table 1.2 (Continued) 
Yes No No Reseonse Total 
Grou12s N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Housing 
Renting 33 14.2 12 5.2 12 5.2 57 24.5 
Buying 52 22.3 65 27.9 20 8.6 135 57.9 
Own 23 9.9 13 5.6 3 1.3 39 16.7 
Number of 
Race Children Education Income 
Chi-Square = 9.305 29.572 26.934 39.025 
Degrees of 
Freedom = 8 degrees 14 degrees 8 degrees 16 degrees 
Significance = 0.317 0.0081* 0.0007* 0.0011* 
*A significant difference at the .OS level of confidence was 
Yes 
Grou12s N Percent 
EmJ2lO!!!!ent 
Employed 75 32.2 
Unemployed 19 8.2 
Self-
Employed 14 6.0 
Chi-Square = 








































Table 1.4 (Continued) 
ADMINISTRATORS' RESPONSE 
Total 
Yes No No Reseonse Total Po;eulation 
GrouEs N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Sex 
Male 25 56.8 0 o.oo 0 o.oo 25 56.8 




30-39 2 4.5 0 o.o 0 o.oo 2 4.5 
40-49 19 43.2 0 o.o 0 o.oo 19 43.2 





Single 6 13.6 0 o.oo 0 0.00 6 13.6 
Married 34 77.3 0 o.oo 0 o.oo 34 77.3 
Widowed 1 2.3 0 o.oo 0 o.oo 1 2.3 
Divorced 3 6.8 0 o.oo 0 o.oo 3 6.8 
44 
100.0 
Sex Age Marital Status 
Chi-Square = Statistics cannot be 
Degrees of Freedom = computed when the non 
Significance = empty rows is one. 
Table 1. 5 
Total 
Yes No No Response Total PoEulation 
Grou:es N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Race 
Caucasian 7 15.9 0 o.oo 0 o.oo 7 15.9 




Table 1.5 (Continued) 
Total 
Yes No No Response Total Po:eulation 
Groups N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Number of 
Children 
1 3 6.8 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 
2 7 15.9 0 o.oo 0 0.00 0 
3 18 40.9 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 
4 11 25.0 0 o.oo 0 o.oo 0 
5 4 9.1 0 o.oo 0 0.00 0 




Master's 10 22.7 0 o.oo 0 o.oo 10 22.7 
Specialist 17 38.6 0 o.oo 0 0.00 17 38.6 





$40,000 3 6.8 0 o.oo 0 o.oo 3 6.8 
$40,000 -
$50,000 26 59.1 0 o.oo 0 o.oo 26 59.1 
Above 




Buying 36 81.8 0 o.oo 0 o.oo 36 81.8 




Race Ch:f.ldren Education Income 
Chi-Square = Statistics cannot be computed 




Table 1.6 (Continued) 
Total 
Yes No No Response Total Po2ulation 
Grou2s N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
School 
Elementary 21 47.7 0 0.00 0 o.oo 21 47.7 
Middle 9 20.5 0 o.oo 0 o.oo 9 20.5 




Principal 36 81.8 0 o.oo 0 o.oo 36 81.8 
Assistant 
Principal 7 15.9 0 0.00 0 o.oo 7 15.9 




Chi..;,Square = Statistics cannot be computed Whe"n non empty 
Degrees of Freedom = rows is one. 
Significance = 
*A significant difference at the .05 level of confidence was found. 
Table 2 presented the data on responses to the question which 
asked if the parents or administrators had inservice training per-
taining to Public Law 94-142. There were no significant differences 
between the parent or school administrator respondents as it pertained 
to sex, age, marital status, race, education, income·, housing or 
employment. 
There were 196 or 84.1 percent female parent respondents and 37 
or 15.9 percent male respondents. Those parents between 30 and 39 
years old, or 103 or 44.2 percent, had had some type of inservice 
training as opposed to those parents who were 40 and 49 years old, or 
62 or 26.6 percent, who had no inservice training. The data revealed 
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that the total number of "yes" responses for the female respondents 
were 38 or 16.3 percent; no responses, 139 or 59.7 percent; no 
response 19 or 8.2 percent. The total number of "yes" responses for 
the male respondents was 11 or 4. 7 percent; 21 or 9. 0 percent no 
responses;- no response 5 or 2.1 percent. The highest percentage 59.7 
percent had had no inservice training pertaining to the law. The 
largest number of those respondents who had inservice were between the 
ages of 30-39 or 103 or 44.2 percent. Twenty or 8.6 percent between 
the ages of 30-39 responded "yes;" 74 or 31.8 percent responded "no;" 
and 9 or 3.9 percent answered no response. Those parents between the 
ages of 20-24 responded that they had no inservice training 10 or 4.2 
percent. In comparing these responses with the school administrators, 
those who ranged between 50-65, 23 or 52.3 percent had inservice 
training. Ther~ was only 1 or 2. 3 percent of the administrators to 
respond "no" that they had had any inservice training pertaining to 
Public Law 94-142. 
There was no significant difference in the parent or administrator 
responses pertaining to their marital status as it qealt with inservice 
training. Both the parent respondents 27 or 11.6 percent, and the 
school administrator respondents 34 or 77.3 percent who are married 
answered "yes." The data further revealed that those parents who were 
single, 6 or 13.6 percent and the school administrators who were 
single, 9 or 3.9 percent were the next highest population. 
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Table 2.1 
PARENTS AND INSERVICE TRAINING 
Total 
Yes No No Res;eonse Total Po:eulation 
Grou12s N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Sex 
Male 26 11.1 8 3.4 3 1. 1 37 15.9 




Under 20 2 0.8 10 4.2 2 0.9 14 6.0 
20-24 0 o.o 5 2.1 2 0.9 7 3.0 
25-29 9 3.9 15 6.4 7 3.0 31 13.3 
30-39 20 8.6 74 31.8 9 3.9 103 44.2 
40-49 15 6.4 43 18.5 4 1.7 62 26.6 
50-65 3 1.3 9 3.9 0 0.0 12 5.2 





Single 9 3.9 48 20.6 11 4.7 68 29.2 
Married 27 11.6 60 25.8 8 3.4 95 40.8 
Widowed 4 1.7 13 5.6 1 0.4 18 7.7 
Divorced 9 3.8 39 16.7 4 1.7 52 22.3 
233 
100.0 
Sex Age Mad.tal Status 
Chf.-Square = 5.381 21.4 76 14.913 
Degrees of Freedom = 6 degrees 21 degrees 12 degrees 
Significance = 0.495 0.430 0.246 
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Table 2.2 (Continued) 
Total 
Yes No No Res;eonse Total PoEulation 
Grou;es N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Race 
Caucasian 25 10.7 9 3.9 6 2.6 40 17.2 
Black 118 50.7 37 15.9 20 8.6 175 75. 1 
Oriental 3 1.3 0 o.o 2 0.9 5 2.1 
Indian 0 o.o 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 o.o 





1 36 15.9 11 4.7 6 2.5 54 23.5 
2 42 18.0 11 4.7 11 4.7 64 27.5 
3 42 18.0 8 3.4 7 3.0 57 24.5 
4 13 5.6 8 3.4 1 0.4 22 9.4 
5 14 6.0 7 3.0 4 1.7 25 10.7 




Elementary 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 o.o 
High School 86 37.0 26 11.2 21 9.0 133 57.1 
College 47 20.2 9 3.9 5 2.1 61 26.2 
Above 





$5,000 - 11 4.7 10 4.3 2 0.9 23 9.9 
$5,000 -
$8,000 38 16.2 13 5.6 16 6.9 67 28.7 
$10,000 -
$20,000 56 24.0 16 6.8 6 2.5 59 25.3 
$20,000 -
$40,000 34 14.6 6 2.6 3 1.3 43 18.4 
Above 
$40,000 18 7.7 2 0.9 2 0.9 22 9.4 
233 
100.0 
Table 2.2 (Continued) 
Yes No No Res:eonse Total 
Grou:es N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percen.t 
Housins 
Renting 84 36. 1 31 13.3 22 9.4 137 58.8 
Buying 45 19.3 9 3.9 3 1.3 57 24.5 
Own 28 12.0 7 3.0 4 1.7 39 16.7 
No. of 
_, Race Children Education Income 
Chi-Square = 10.565 18.173 36.153 39.392 
Degrees of 
Freedom = 12 degrees 21 degrees 12 degrees 24 degrees 
Significance = 0.566 0.638 0.003* 0.024* 
*A significant difference at .05 level of confidence. 
Yes 
Grou:es N Percent 
EmEloyment 
Employed 105 45. 1 
Unemployed 32 13.7 
Self-
Employed 20 8.6 
Chi-Square = 


















Percent N Percent 
8.6 158 67.8 
3.0 49 21.0 
0.9 26 11.2 














Table 3 summarized the responses of parents and school admini-
strators the awareness of the handicapped children's rights under 
Public Law 94-142 were reported. As the findifl_gs concerning this 
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response is discussed in the preceding table, school administrators,44 
or 100.0 percent were totally aware of the handicapped child/children's 
rights under Public Law 94142. Both the male and female administrators 
from elementary to high school consistently felt they were totally 
aware of Public Law 94-142, which did not yield a significant differ-
renee at the .05level of confidence. Of the black female parents, 13 
or 56.3 percent were aware of the law, and only 39 or 16.7 percent of 
the female population were not aware of the law. Those female parents 
't· 
between the ages of 30-49, 75 or 20.3 percent were more aware of the 
law than female parents across the three administrative areas whose 
ages ranged from 20-29, 20 or 9.5 percent. It was also recorded that 
those female parents who were not only older, but were married, 95 or 
40.8 percent with high school and above education, 194 or 86.5 percent 
were more aware of the law. Regardless as to the sex or age, education 
or income of school administrators consistently stated they were aware 
of the law. The ~ifference in responses from the parents was signifi-
cantly significant at the 0.5 level of confidence in three categories: 
Education, Income and Employment. There was no significant difference 
with the school administrators in any category. 
Yes 
GrouEs N Percent 
Sex 
Male 26 11. 1 
Female 131 56.3 
Age 
Under 20 2 0.8 
20-24 0 o.o 
25-29 9 3.9 
30-39 20 8.6 
40-49 15 6.4 
50-65 3 1.3 
Over 65' 0 o.o 
Marital Status 
Single 9 3.9 
Married 27 11.6 
't-lidowed 4 1.7 
Divorced 9 3.8 
Chi-Square = 
Degrees of Freedom = 
Significance = 
Table 3. 1 
PARENTAL AWARENESS TO 
PUBLIC LAW 94-142 
No No Respf'nse 
N Percent N Percent 
8 3.4 3 1. 1 
39 16.7 26 11.2 
10 4.2 2 0.9 
5 2.1 2 0.9 
15 6.4 7 3.0 
74 31.8 9 3.9 
43 18.5 4 1.7 
9 3.9 0 o.o 
4 1.7 0 o.o 
48 20.6 11 4.7 
60 25.8 8 3.4 
13 5.6 1 0.4 
39 16.7 4 1.7 
Sex Age 















6 degrees 21 degrees 
0.495 0.430 





























Table 3.2 (Continued) 
Total 
Yes No No ResEonse Total PoEulation 
GrouEs N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Race 
Caucasian 25 10.7 9 3.9 6 2.6 40 17.2 
Black 118 50.7 37 15.9 20 8.6 175 75.1 
Oriental 3 1. 3 0 o.o 2 0.9 5 2.1 
Indian 0 o.o 0 o.o 0 0.0 0 o.o 





1 36 is. 9 11 4.7 6 2.5 54 23.2 
2 42 18.0 11 4.7 11 4.7 64 27.5 
3 42 18.0 8 3.4 7 3.0 57 24.5 
4 13 5.6 8 3.4 1 0.4 22 9.4 
5 14 6.0 7 3.0 4 1. 7 25 10.7 
More 




Elementary 0 o.o 0 o.o 0 0.0 0 o.o 
High 
School 86 37.0 26 11.2 21 9.0 133 57.1 
College 47 20.2 9 3.9 5 2.1 61 26.2 
Above 





$5,000 11 4.7 10 4.3 2 0.9 23 9.9 
$5,000 -
$8,000 38 16.2 13 5.6 16 6.9 67 28.7 
$10,000 -
$20,000 56 24.0 16 6.8 6 2.5 78 33.5 
$20,000 -
$40,000 34 14.6 6 2.6 3 1.3 43 18.4 
Above 
$40,000 18 7.7 2 0.9 2 0.9 22 9.4 
233 
100.0 
Table 3.2 (Continued) 
Yes No No Res2onse Total 
Grou12s N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Housing 
Renting 84 36.1 31 13.3 22 9.4 137 58.8 
Buying 45 19.3 9 3.9 3 1.3 57 24.5 
Own 28 12.0 7 3.0 4 1.7 39 16.7 
No. of 
_, Race Children Educ1ition Income 
Chi-Square = 10.565 18. 173 36.153 39.392 
Degrees of 
Freedom 12 degrees 21 degrees 12 degrees 24 degrees 
Significance= 0.566 0.638 0.003* 0.024* 
*A significant difference at the .05 level of confidence. 
Yes 
Grou2s N Percent 
ErnElo~ent 
Employed 105 45. 1 
Unemployed 32 13.7 
Self-
Employed 20 8.6 
Chi-Square = 









































In Table 4 the responses of parents and administrators to the 
question if they knew what an Individualized Education Program (IEP) 
1:o1as. More female parent!'!, 133 or 57. 1 percent stated they did know 
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what an IEP meant. The 44 or 100.0 percent school administrators 
stated they all knew what an IEP meant. Significant differences were 
found in the female parent respondents pertaining to this response. 
More black females, 196 or 84.1 percent between the ages of 30-39, 123 
or 44.2 percent, and had a college education 67 or 26.6 percent with 
incomes from $20,000 - $40,000, 30 or 12.9 percent and renting 137 or 
58.8 percent knew what an IEP was. The difference in reAponses was 
statistical;y significant at .05 level· of confidence for six cate-
~-
gories: Age, Race, Education, Income, Housing and Employment. There 
was no significant difference found in the elementary - high school 
school administrators' responses. 
The 44 school administrators who responded were predominately 
black males, 40 years or older, married, elementary school principals 
buying a home with education at the specialist's level or above, and 
earning $40,000 or more. 
Parents gene.rally perceived there should be a link established 
between the parent and the school administrator. 
Parents perceived several things as possible trouble spots with 
the school administrator which in many instances caused conflict 
betwP.en the parent and the school administrator. Parents felt that 
there needed to be a link between the parent and school administrator 
as it pertained to educating their handicapped child. Parents also 
felt that there could/should be better communication between them and 
the school adl!linistrators. Many parents felt left out of the entire 
process of dealing with their handicapped child/children which caused 
conflict between the two most important vehicles other than the teacher 
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in a handicapped child's educational career. Administrators on the 
other hand, felt that there was communication established between them 
and parents. They also on the other hand, felt very much a part of the 
due process procedure and educational asAessment process involved in 
educating the handicapped child. Parents and school administrators 
both agreed, however, that the special education program or Program for 
Exceptional Children was perceived as being a low priority in the 
overall edu~ational process for the Atlanta Public School System. The 
~· 
amount or lack of knowledge pertaining to Public Law 94-142 was per-
ceived as bringing about conflict between the parent and the school 
administrator. 
Table 4.1 
INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATION PLAN (IEP) 
Total 
Yes No No Res:eonse Total Po:eulation 
Grou:es N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Sex 
Male 25 10.7 9 3.9 3 1.0 37 15.9 




Under 20 1 0.4 3 1.3 0 o.o 4 1.7 
20-24 5 2. 1 0 o.o 1 0.4 6 2.6 
25-29 7 3.0 6 2.5 2 0.9 15 6.4 
30-39 65 27.9 29 12.4 9 3.9 103 44.2 
40-49 46 19.7 14 6.0 2 0.9 63 27.0 
50-65 26 11.2 5 2.1 0 o.o 31 13.3 




Table 4. 1 (Continued) 
Total 
Yes No No Res12onse Total Poeulation 
GrouEs N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Marital 
Status 
Single 43 18.5 21 9.1 4 1.7 68 29.2 
Married 72 30.9 18 7.7 5 2.1 95 40.8 
Widowed 8 3.4 8 3.4 2 0.9 18 7.7 
Divorced 35 15.1 14 6.0 3 1. 3 52 22.3 
233 
,. 100.0 
Sex Age Marital Status 
Chi-Square = 4.134 31.416 13.616 
Degrees of Freedom = 6 degrees 21 degrees 12 degrees 
Significance = 0.658 0.052* 0.326 
*A significant difference at the .05 level of confidence. 
Table 4.2 
Total 
Yes No No Res12onse Total PoEulation 
Grou12s N Percent N Percent N Per.cent N Percent 
Race 
Caucasian 32 13.8 15 6.4 2 0.9 49 21. 1 
Black 124 53.2 43 18.5 8 3.4 175 75.1 
Oriental 1 0.4 1 0.4 2 0.9 4 1. 7 
Indian 0 0.0 0 o.o 0 o.o 0 o.o 





I 5 2.2 2 0.9 0 o.o 7 3.0 
2 34 14.6 13 5.6 0 o.o 47 20.2 
3 46 19.7 14 6.0 4 1.7 64 27.5 
4 33 14.1 18 7.7 6 2.6 57 24.5 
5 16 6.9 5 2. 1 1 0.4 22 9.4 
More 




Table 4.2 (Continued) 
Yes 
GrouEs N Percent 
Em;elo~ent 
Employed 119 51.0 
Unemployed 26 11. 1 
Self-
Employed 13 5.6 
Chi-Square = 
Degrees of Freedom = 
Significance = 
























*A significant difference at the .05 level of confidence was found. 
Table 5 presented the data on the parent and administrators' 
response to the question, "During the IEP meeting, does the In-School 
Team take into account your feelings and perceptions at meetings 
involving the handicapped child/children?" The majority of parents, 
196 or 84.1 percent, and school administrators, 25 or 59.8 percent, 
agreed that the In-School Team did take into account their feelings and 
perceptions as it pertained to the handicapped child/ children. The 
highest percentage of parents :f.ncluded the black female, 95 or 40.8 
percent, who was between the ages of 40-40, 44 or 18.9 percent, with 
high school through collegP., 92 or 38.8 percent diplomas/degrees. The 
highest percentage of school administrators were the black male prin-
cipals, 23 or 52.3 percent, between the ages of 50-65, 22 or 50.0 per-
cent, with degrees from Specialist to Doctorates (31 or 69.2 percent). 
It was interesting to note that 44 or 18.9 percent of the female parent 
respondents versus 2 or 4. 5 of the female administrative respondents 
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felt that the In-School Team did not take into account their feelings 
or perceptions which dealt with the handicapped child/children. Both 
parents and administrators who were married agreed that their feelings 
and perceptions were taken into account. 
Those parent respondents with incomes between $20,000 - $40,000 
(31 or 13.3 percent) felt strongly that their feelings and perceptions 
were taken into account, whereas, those parents with incomes between 
$5,000 - $14,000 (34 or 16.8 percent) felt that their perceptions and 
feelings were not considered. 
There was a significance at the • OS level of confidence for the 
parent respondents in five categories: Age, Marital Status, Income, 
Housing and Employment. There was a significance at the 0.5 lev~l of 
confidenr.e for the school administrator respondents in two categories: 
Race and Housing. It should be noted that there was a significance at 
the • 05 level of confidence for both the parent and school admini-
strator in the category of Housing. Both parents and administrators 
who owned their houses agreed that the In-School Team took into account 




















Table 5. 1 
IN-SCHOOL TEAM ALLOW FOR PARENTS' 
AND ADMINISTRATORS' FEELINGS 
Yes No No ResEonse 
Percent N Percent N Percent N 
5.1 15 6.5 10 4.3 37 
40.8 44 18.9 57 24.5 196 
2.1 0 o.o 1 0.4 6 
o.o 3 1.3 5 2.1 8 
o.o 2 0.9 4 1.7 1 
12.4 0 o.o 17 7.3 16 
18.9 3 1.3 24 10.3 32 
o.o 17 7.3 6 2.6 8 
1.3 3 1.3 2 0.9 4 
11.7 21 9.1 0 o.o 68 
24.9 13 5.6 24 10.3 95 
1.7 10 4.3 4 1.7 18 
























Sex Age Marital Status 
Chi-Square = 6.739 48.860 27.658 
Degrees of Freedom = 6 degrees 21 degrees 12 degrees 
Significance = 0.345 0.0005* 0.0062* 
*A significant difference at the .05 level of confidence. 
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Table 5.2 (Continued) 
Total 
Yes No No ReGJ20nse Total PoJ2ulation 
Grou:12s N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Race 
Caucasian 21 9.0 10 4.2 15 7.8 49 20.1 
Black 84 36.1 49 21.0 42 18.0 175 75.1 
Oriental 1 0.4 0 o.o 3 1.3 4 1. 7 
Indian 0 o.o 0 o.o 0 o.o 0 o.o 





1 2 0.9 2 0.9 3 1. 3 7 3.1 
2 25 10.8 10 4.3 12 5.2 47 20.2 
3 29 12.4 21 9.0 14 6.0 64 27.5 
4" 30 12.9 6 2.6 21 9.0 57 24.5 
5 11 4.7 7 3.0 4 1. 7 22 9.4 




Elementary 10 4.2 1 0.4 7 3.0 18 7.7 
High School 60 25.8 36 15.5 37 15.9 133 57.1 
College 32 13.0 13 5.6 17 7.3 61 26.2 
Above 




Below $5,000 5 2. 1 6 2.5 0 o.o 11 4.7 
$5,000 -
$8,000 3 1.3 9 3.9 10 4.3 1 0.4 
$10,000 -
$20,000 2 0.8 47 20.2 36 16.6 31 13.3 
$20,000 -
$40,000 31 13.3 12 5.1 8 3.4 51 21.9 
Above 
$40,000 10 4.3 6 2.6 3 1.3 29 12.4 
233 
100.0 
Table 5.2 (Continued) 
Yes No No Res2onse Total 
GrouEs N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Housing 
Renting 63 27.1 36 15.5 38 16.3 135 57.9 
Buying 29 12.5 13 5.6 15 6.4 57 24.5 
Own 15 6.4 10 4.3 14 6.0 39 16.7 
No. of 
Race Children Education Income 
Chi-Square 19.696 28.438 13.902 60.780 
Degrees of 
Freedom = 12 degrees 21 degrees 12 degrees 24 degrees 
Significance 0.073 o. 128 0.307 0.002* 
*A significant difference at the .05 level of confidence. 
Yes 
GrouES N Percent 
EmElo~ent 
Employed 77 33.0 
Unemployed 20 8.6 
Self-
Employed 0 o.o 
Chi-Square = 





































ADMINISTRATORS' RESPONSE TO IN-SCHOOL TEAM 
ALLOW FOR PARENTS AND ADMINISTRATORS' FEELINGS 
Total 
Yes No No Res~onse Total Po~ulation 
Grou2s N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Sex 
Male 23 52.3 1 2.3 1 2.3 25 59.8 




30-39 1 2.3 1 2.3 0 o.o 2 4.5 
40-49 16 36.4 1 2.3 2 4.5 19 43.2 
50-65 22 50.0 1 2.3 0 o.o 23 52.3 





Single 6 13.6 0 o.o 0 o.o 6 13.6 
Married 29 65.9 3 6.8 2 4.5 34 77.3 
Widowed 0 o.o 1 2.3 0 o.o 1 2.3 
Divorced 0 o.o 3 6.8 0 o.o 0 o.o 
44 
100.0 
Sex Age Marital Status 
Chi-Square = 2.309 9.668 2.043 
Degrees of Freedom = 6 degrees 6 degrees 9 degrees 
Significance = 0.889 0.139 0.990 
Table 5.5 
Yes No No Res~onse Total Po~ulation 
Grou~s N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Race 
Caucasian 6 13.6 1 2.3 0 o.o 7 15.9 




Table 5.5 (Continued) 
Yes No No Res12onse Total Population 
Grou12s N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Number of 
Children 
1 3 6.8 0 o.o 0 o.o 3 6.8 
2 6 23.4 0 o.o 1 2.3 7 15.9 
3 16 36.4 2 4.5 0 o.o 18 40.9 
4 9 20.5 1 2.3 1 2.3 11 25.0 
5 4 9.1 0 o.o 0 0.0 4 9. 1 




Masters 8 18.2 1 2.3 1 2.3 10 22.7 
Specialist 15 34.1 1 2.3 1 2.3 17 38.6 





$40,000 3 6.8 0 o.o 0 o.o 3 6.8 
$40,000 -
$50,000 21 46.8 3 6.8 2 7.7 26 59.1 
Above 




Buying 31 70.5 3 6.8 2 4.6 3~ 81.8 
Own 8 18.2 0 0.0 0 o.o 8 18.2 
44 
100.0 
Race Children Education Income Housing 
Chi-Square =14."812 10.413 3.335 4.809 22.694 
Degrees of 
Freedom = 6 degrees 18 degrees 6 degrees 6 de~rees 6 degrees 
Signifi-
cance = 0.021* 0.917 0.765 0.568 0.0009* 
*A significant difference at the .as level of confidence. 
Yes 
















Degrees of Freedom = 
Significance = 
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Table 5.6 (Continued) 
No No Response 
Total 
Total Population 

















2 4.5 21 47.7 
0 o.o 0 o.o 
0 0.0 0 o.o 
2 4.5 36 81.8 
0 o.o 7 15.9 








*A significant difference in specific categories reported. 
Table 6 depicted the responses of parents and school admini-
strators as to the number of Individualized Education Planning (IEP) 
Meetings they attended. The majority of both respondents had attended 
between one-five IEP meetings. There were 92, or 39.5 percent, of the 
female respondents and 24, or 31. 8 percent, of the female and male 
administrators who attended between 1-5 IEP meetings. Both respondents 
between the ages of 40-49 attended 1-5 IEP meetings. The female parent 
respondents, 11 or 4. 7 percent, who were married, 9 or 3. 7 percent, 
with education at the college level, 4 or 1.7 percent had attended more 
than 10 meetings. The school administrator respondents, 12 or 27.3 
percent, who were married, 10 or 22.7 percent, with education at least 
at the Specialist level 12 or 21.3 percent also had attended more than 
10 meetings. It was not significant according to race, income or 
88 
housing as to how many meetings the parent or administrator attended, 
but it was found to be significant as it pertained to education. 
Those parent respondents who had high school diplomas, 77 or 33. 0 
percent, and college degrees, 26 or 11.2 percent, were also as signifi-
cant as the administrator respondents with degrees at the Specialist, 
8 or 18.2 percent, and Doctorate, 5 or 11.4 percent. In these 
categories, both the parent and administrator respondents had attended 
from 1-5 IEP meetings. In regards to the marital status of both the 
parent and administrator respondents, those parents who we~e divorced, 
1 or 2.3 percent, had attended more than 10 meetings. 
The responses of the female parents and administrators seemed to 
generally follow the same number of meetings. For instance, 84 or.36.1 
percent of the female parents and 7 or 15.9 percent of the female 
administrators attended 6-10 IEP meetings. The higher the income level 
for both parent and administrators the more meetings they attended. 
There was a significant difference at the .05 level of confidence for 
the parent respondents were found in the following categories: Sex, 
Age, Number of Children, Education and Employm~nt. There was a 
significant difference at the • 05 level of confidence for the school 
administrator was found in the areas of: Education, School and 
Position. There was a significant difference at the .05 level of 





















Table 6. 1 
PARENTS' RESPONSES TO THE 
NUMBER OF IEP MEETINGS ATTENDED 
Less than More than 
One 1-5 6-10 10 
N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
1 0.4 22 8.6 13 5.6 1 0.4 
9 3.9 92 39.5 84 36.1 11 4.7 
0 o.o 3 1.3 3 1.3 0 o.o 
0 o.o 3 1. 3 4 1. 7 1 0.4 
0 o.o 6 2.6 1 0.4 0 o.o 
0 o.o 20 8.6 10 4.3 1 0.4 
9 3.6 77 33.0 70 29.5 9 3.7 
1 0.4 4 1. 7 6 2.6 1 0.4 
1 0.0 1 0.4 2 1.3 0 o.o 
4 .1.7 38 16.4 21 9.5 4 1.7 
4 1.7 49 21.0 36 15.5 6 2.6 
2 0.9 6 2.6 10 4.3 0 o.o 












Sex Age Marital Status 
Chi-Square = 13.150 17.219 16.856 
Degrees of Freedom = 6 degrees 21 degrees 12 degrees 
Significance = 0.040* 0.006* o. 155 
*A significant difference at .05 level of confidence. 
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Table 6.2 (Continued) 
Less than More than Total 
One 1-5 6-10 10 PoEulation 
Grou;es N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Race 
Caucasian 4 1.7 18 7.7 25 10.7 2 0.9 
Black 6 2.6 92 39.5 68 29.2 9 3.9 
Oriental 0 0.0 1 0.4 2 0.9 1 0.4 
Indian 0 o.o 0 0.0 0 o.o 0 o.o 






1 0 o.o 0 o.o 6 2.6 1 0.4 
2 8 3.4 56 24.1 45 19.4 0 o.o 
3 1 0.4 23 9.9 27 11.6 6 2.6 
4 0 o.o 15 6.4 7 3.0 0 o.o 
5 1 0.4 12 5.2 9 3.9 3 1. 3 




Elementary 2 0.9 5 2.1 11 4.7 0 0.0 
High School 2 0.9 77 33.0 48 20.6 6 2.6 
College 4 1.7 26 11.2 27 11.6 4 1.7 
Above 





$5,000 0.4 4 1.7 5 2. 1 1 0.4 
$5,000 -
$8,000 0 o.o 12 5.2 11 4.7 0 o.o 
$10,000 -
$20,000 4 1.8 39 16.8 29 12.5 1 0.4 
$20,000 -
$40,000 2 0.8 56 20.0 43 18.4 6 2.5 
Above 
$40,000 4 1.7 5 2.1 12 5.2 1 0.4 
233 
100.0 
Race Children Education Income Housing 
Chi-Square = 17.234 39.791 20.080 32.277 11.685 
Degrees of 
Freedom = 12 degrees 21 degrees 12 degrees 24 degrees 9 degrees 
Significance 0.141 0.007* 0.054* 0.120 0.231 
*A significant difference at the .05 level of confidence. 
Table 6.3 (Continued) 
Less than More than 
One 
Grou12s N Percent 
EmJ2lO::t:ment 
Employed 7 3.0 
Unemployed 2 0.9 
Self-
Employed 1 0.4 
Chi-Square · = 

















Percent N Percent 
22.7 8 3.4 
11.2 3 1.3 
7.7 1 0.4 
*A significant difference at the .05 level of confidence. 
Table 6.4 
ADHINISTRATORS' RESPONSE TO THE 
NUMBER OF IEP MEETINGS ATTENDED 
Less than More than 
One 1-5 6-10 10 
Groups N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Sex 
Male 6 13.6 8 18.2 2 4.5 8 18.2 
Female 2 4.5 6 13.6 7 15.9 4 9. 1 
Age 
30-39 1 2.3 1 2.3 0 0.0 0 o.o 
40-49 3 6.8 7 15.9 4 9. 1 5 11.4 
50-65 4 9.1 6 13.6 5 11.4 8 18.2 





















Table 6.4 (Continued) 
Less than More than Total 
One 1-5 6-10 10 Po:eulation 
Grou:es N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Marital 
Status 
Single 0 o.o 3 6.8 1 2.3 2 4.5 
Married 7 15.9 11 25.0 6 13.6 10 22.7 
Widowed 1 2.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 o.o 
Divorced 0 o.o 0 o.o 2 4.5 1 2.3 
233 
100.0 
Sex Age Marital StatuR 
Chi-Square = 8.427 9.668 11. 17 
Degrees of Freedom = 6 degrees 6 degrees 9 degrees 
Significance = 0.208 o. 139 0.261 
Table 6.5 
Less than More than Total 
One 1-5 6-10 10 Population 
Grou12s N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Race 
Caucasian 1 2.3 3 6.8 2 4.5 1 2.3 
7 
15.9 





1 1 2.3 1 2.3 0 o.o 1 2.3 
2 1 3.3 0 o.o 1 2.3 5 11.4 
3 6 13.6 5 11.4 4 9.1 3 6.8 
4 0 o.o 6 13.6 2 4.5 3 6.8 
5 0 o.o 2 4.5 2 4.5 0 o.o 




Table 6.5 (Continued) 
Less than More than Total 
One 1-5 6-10 10 Po;eulation 
Grou;es N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Education 
Masters 5 11.4 1 2.3 3 6.8 1 2.3 
Specialist 1 2.3 8 18.2 5 11.4 3 6.8 





$40,000 0 o.o 2 4.5 1 2.3 0 o.o 
$40,000 -
$50,000 6 13.6 8 18.2 7 15.9 5 11.4 
Above 




Buying 8 18.2 12 27.3 7 15.9 9 20.5 




Race Children Education Income Housing 
Chi-Square = 7.246 24.809 18.269 9.225 7.591 
Degrees of 
Freedom = 6 degrees 18 degrees 6 degrees 6 degrees 6 degrees 
Signifi-
cance = 0.298 0.130 0.005* o. 161 0.269 
*A significant difference at .05 level of confidence. 
Table 6.6 
Less than More than Total 
One 1-5 6-10 10 Po;eulation 
GrouES N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
School 
Elementary 4 9.1 6 13.6 6 13.6 5 11.4 
Middle 1 2.3 4 9.1 1 2.3 3 6.8 




Table 6.6 (Continued) 
Less than More than Total 
One 1-5 ~-10 10 Po2ulation 
Grou2s N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Position 
Principal 8 18.2 11 25.0 7 15.9 10 22.7 
Asst. Prin. 0 o.o 3 6.8 1 2.3 3 6.8 




Chi-Square = 2.68 6.377 
Degrees of Freedom = 6 degres 6 degrees 
Significance = 0.026* 0.034* 
*A significant difference at the .05 level of confidence. 
· Table 7 reported the data on parent and administrator respondents 
to the question which asked if they felt they were a part of the 
assessment process. More parents re~ponded that they did not feel a 
part of the assessment process. More administrators responded that 
they did feel a part of the assessment process. Both the parents and 
administrators who were between the ages of 40-49 agreed that they did 
not feel as though they were a part of the assessment process. They 
further agreed as females that they were not a part of the assessment 
process. More female parents, 95 or 42.6 percent as opposed to 10 or 
22.7 percent of female administrators felt they were not a part of the 
assessment process. Of the male respondents, one third of the male 
parents, 13 or 15.6 percent, as opposed to male administrators, 16 or 
36.4 percent felt that they were a part of the assessment process. The 
parents who were between the ages of 30-39 as to feeling a part of the 
assessment process and not feel:f.ng a part of the assessment process was 
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extremely close. For instance, 43 or 17.3 percent of the parents who 
were 30-39 responded in the affirmative, while 49 or 21.0 percent 
responded negatively. Also, there was little difference noted in those 
administrators who were between the ages of 40-49. For instance, 10 or 
22.5 percent of the administrators did not feel a part of the assess-
ment process, and 9 or 20.5 percent did feel a part of the assessment 
process. Ninety-five or 42.6 percent of the female parent respondents, 
and 21 or 9.5 percent of the male parent respondents did not feel a 
part of the assessment process. Nine or 20.5 percent of the male 
administrator respondents and 10 or 22.7 percent of the female 
administrator respondents also felt they were not a part of the 
assessment process. There was also a significant difference bet;ween 
the parent and administrator respondents who were married. Of those 
parents who were married, 51 or 21.9 percent felt that they were a part 
of the assessment process while 11 or 25.8 percent of the married 
administrators did not feel a part of the assessment process. Both 
parents and administrators who were single did not feel a part of the 
assessment process. 
Based on the income, there was very little difference between the 
parent and administrator respondents on being a part of the assessment 
process. The parents that earned $20,000-$30,000, 30 or 12.9 percent, 
and ~30,000 -$40,000, 33 or 14.1 percent both did not feel a part of 
the assessment process. Those administrators who earned between 
$40,000-$50,000, 26 or 40.1 percent felt there really was no 
difference in feeling and not feeling a part of the assessment process. 
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There was statistically a difference at • 05 level of confidence 
for the parent respondents in six categories: Age, Marital Status, 
Race, Number of Children, Income, and Employment. There was statis-
tically a difference at .OS level of confidence for the administrator 
respondents in three categories: Race, Housing and School. 
Table 7.1 
PARENTS RESPONSES TO PART OF THE ASSESSMENT PROCESS 
Total 
Yes No No ResEonse Total PoEulation 
GrotiEs N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Sex 
Male 13 5.6 21 9.5 2 0.9 37 15.9 




Under 20 5 2.3 1 0.4 0 0.0 6 2.6 
20-24 0 o.o 6 2.6 2 0.9 8 3.4 
25-29 18 7.7 17 7.3 3 1. 3 31 13.5 
30-39 43 17.3 49 21.0 13 5.6 103 44.2 
40-49 25 10.7 32 13.7 5 2. 1 62 26.6 
50-65 5 2.1 5 2. 1 2 0.9 12 5.2 





Single 20 8.2 38 16.3 10 4.3 68 28.2 
Married 51 21.9 35 15.0 9 3.9 95 40.8 
Widowed 5 2.1 11 4.7 2 0.9 18 7.7 
Divorced 19 8.2 28 12.0 5 2.1 52 22.3 
233 
100.0 
Sex Age Marital Status 
Chi-Square = 4.036 54.005 61.951 
Degrees of Freedom = 6 degrees 21 degrees 12 degrees 
Significance = 0.671 0.0001* 0.0000* 
*A significant difference at the .OS level of confidence. 
97 
Table 7.2 (Continued) 
Total 
Yes No No Res12onse Total Poeulation 
Grou12s N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Race 
Caucasian 20 8.6 25 10.7 4 1.7 49 21.2 
Black 79 31.8 80 34.3 21 9.0 175 75.1 
Oriental 0 o.o 3 1.3 1 0.4 4 1.7 
Indian 0 o.o 0 o.o 0 o.o 0 o.o 





1 4 1.7 2 0.9 1 0.4 7 3.0 
2 45 19.3 55 23.7 11 4.7 111 47.6 
3 21 9.0 29 12.4 7 3.0 57 24.5 
4 14 6.0 8 3.4 0 o.o 22 9.4 
5. 4 1.7 16 6.9 5 2.1 25 1 o. 7 





$5,000 0 o.o 9 3.9 9 3.9 18 6.7 
$5,000 -
$8,000 3 1.3 36 15.9 35 12.6 24 12.6 
$10,000 -
$20,000 5 0.8 30 12.9 1 0.4 36 11.7 
$20,000 -
$40,000 7 1.7 63 27.0 4 1.7 74 26.2 
Above 




Renting 51 21.9 70 30.6 16 6.8 137 58.8 
Buying 30 12.8 19 8.2 8 3.4 57 24.5 




Race Children Education Income Housins 
Chi-Square = 29.858 70.566 13.6720 47.981 11.917 
Degrees of 
Freedom = 12 degrees 21 degrees 12 degrees 24 degrees 9 degrees 
Significance = 0.002* 0.0001* 0.322 0.002* 0.218 
*A significant difference at the .05 level of confidence. 
Yes 
Grou:es N Percent 
Em:elox:ment 
Employed 69 29.6 
Unemployed 16 6.8 
Self-
Employed 10 4.3 
Chi-Square = 
Degrees of Freedom = 
Significance = 



































ADMINISTRATORS' RESPONSES TO THE 
PART OF THE ASSESSMENT PROCESS 
No No Re::;:eonse 
N Percent N Percent N Percent N 
16 36.4 9 20.5 0 o.o 25 
9 20.5 10 22.7 0 o.o 19 
1 2.3 1 2.3 0 o.o 2 
9 20.5 10 22.5 0 0.0 19 
15 34.1 8 18.2 0 o.o 23 





















Table 7.4 (Continued) 
Yes No No Response Total Population 
GrouES N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Marital 
Status 
Single 0 0.0 3 6.8 1 2.3 2 4.5 
Married 7 15.9 11 25.8 6 13.6 10 22.7 
Widowed 1 2.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 o.o 
Divorced 0 o.o 0 o.o 2 4.5 1 2.3 
44 
100.0 
Sex Age Marital Status 
Chi-Square = 2.95 1.390 2.283 
Degrees of Freedom = 2 degrees 2 degrees 3 degrees 
Significance = 0.228 0.498 0.515 
Table 7.5 
Total 
Yes No No ResEonse Total PoEulation 
Groups N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Race 
Caucasian 1 2.3 6 11.4 0 o.o 7 15.9 





1 1 2.3 2 4.6 0 o.o j 6.8 
2 3 6.8 4 9. 1 0 o.o 7 15.9 
3 10 22.7 8 12.2 0 o.o 18 40". 9 
4 7 15.9 4 9. 1 0 o.o 11 25.0 
5 3 6.8 1 2.3 0 o.o 4 9. 1 




Masters 7 15.9 3 6.8 0 o.o 10 22.7 
Specialist 9 20.5 8 18.2 0 o.o 17. 38.6 
Doctorate 9 20.5 8 18.2 0 o.o 17 38.6 
44 
100 
Table 7.5 (Continued) 
Yes No No Response Total Total 
GrouEs N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent PoEulation 
Income 
$30,000 -
$40,000 2 4.5 1 2.3 0 o.o 3 6.8 
$40,000 -
$50,000 13 29.5 13 29.5 0 o.o 26 59. 1 
Above 
$50,000 10 22.7 5 11.4 0 o.o 15 34.1 
44 
Housing 
Buying 17 38.6 19 43.2 0 o.o 36 81.8 
Own 8 18.2 0 0.0 0 o.o 8 18.2 
44 
Number of 
Race Children Education Income Housing 
Chi..:.Square = 6.234 3.428 0.916 1.204 8.364 
Degrees of 
Freedom = 2 degrees 6 degrees 2 degrees 2 degrees 2 degrees 
Significance = 0.044* 0.753 0.632 0.547 0.015* 
*A significant difference at the .os level of confidence. 
Table 7.6 
Total 
Yes No No Res:eonse Total PoEulation 
Grou;es N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
School 
Elementary 13 29.5 8 18.2 0 o.o 21 47·. 7 
Middle 4 9. 1 5 11.4 0 o.o 9 20.5 




Principal 22 50.0 14 31.8 0 0.0 36 81.8 
Assistant 
Principal 2 4.5 5 11.4 0 o.o 7 15.9 




Groups N Percent 
Chi-Square = 
Degrees of Freedom = 
Significance = 
















*A significant difference at the .05 level of confidence. 
Table :~ depicted the responses of 'parents and administrators to 
-;. 
the question which asked if the respondents felt the handicapped child/ 
children's needs were being met. For the total responses to the 
question, more parents, 76 or 40.5 percent, felt very strongly that 
their handicapped child/ children's needs were not being met as they 
perceived it. On the other hand, more administrators, 30 or 73.3 per-
cent, felt that the handicapped child/children's needs were definitely 
being met at their school. In reviewing this question, certain 
findings should be noted. For example, 126 or 54.0 percent of the 
parent respondents did not feel their child' s/ children's needs were 
being met. Parents as a whole felt too much time was being spent on 
other things such as paperwork, hall duty, lunch duty, bus duty, etc., 
therefore leaving very little time for adequate instruction to take 
place. The administrators responded very differently as 43 or 99.0 
percent felt that the students' educational needs were definitely being 
met. Although the federal and state government have given/issued many 
more regulations, and in some instances the State Department of 
Education has changed the guidelines for some exceptionalities, the 
school administrators did not feel the handicapped child/ children's 
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educational goals and objectives were being affected at all. Those 
parent respondents between the ages of 30-49, 81 or 53.5 percent felt 
very strong in their beliefs that their child/children's needs were not 
being met, which in many instances showed a marked decrease in the 
child's overall performance. There were statistically significant 




Age, Education, Income, and Employment. 
Table 8.1 
RESULTS OF PARENTS RESPONSES TO 
CHILDREN'S NEEDS BEING MET 
No No ResEonse Total 
GroUES N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Sex 
Male 9 6.8 9 3.8 12 5.2 37 15.9 
Female 67 39.9 67 28.8 36 15.5 196 84.1 
Age 
Under 20 5 2.1 0 0.0 1 0.4 6 2.6 
20-24 2 0.9 4 1.7 2 0.9 8 3.4 
25-29 0 o.o 5 2. 1 2 0.9 7 3.0 
30-39 7 3.0 22 9.4 14 6.0 43 17.5 
40-49 70 25.7 77 33.0 27 11.6 168 70.8 
50-65 0 o.o 4 1.7 2 0.9 6 2.6 
Over 65 2 0.9 0 o.o 2 0.9 4 1.7 
Marital 
Status 
Single 25 10.7 30 12.9 13 5.6 64 27.5 
Married 48 20.6 26 11.2 21 9.0 95 40.8 
Widowed 7 3.0 7 3.0 4 1.7 18 7.7 










Groups N Percent 
Chi-Square = 
Degrees of Freedom = 
Significance = 
Table 8.1 (Continued) 
No No Response 
N Percent N Percent 
Sex Age 
5.191 30.103 














Yes No No Res:eonse Total Population 
Grou:es N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Race 
Caucasian 19 8.5 12 5.4 9 4.0 40 17.9 
Black 56 25.1 83 37.2 35 15.7 174 78.0 
Oriental 1 0.4 1 0.4 2 0.9 4 1.8 
Indian 0 o.o 0 o.o 0 0.0 0 o.o 





1 1 0.4 8 3.5 5 2.2 11 4.8 
2 12 5.3 26 11.4 9 3.9 47 20.6 
3 23 10.1 28 12.3 13 5.7 64 28.1 
4 22 9.6 26 11.4 9 3.9 57 25.0 
5 12 5.3 5 2.2 5 2.2 22 9.6 




Elementary 3 1.3 8 3.5 9 3.9 20 8.7 
High School 41 17.7 64 27.7 27 11.7 132 57.1 
College 20 8.7 31 13.4 10 4.3 61 26.4 
Above 




Table 8.2 (Continued) 
Yes No No Res:eonse Total PoEulation 
Grou:es N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Income 
Below 
$5,000 7 3.2 13 5.9 2 0.9 22 9.9 
$5,000 -
$8,000 19 8.6 34 15.4 22 10.0 75 41.5 
$10,000 -
$20,000 15 6.8 31 14.0 7 3.2 23 10.4 
$20,000 -
$40,000 14 6.3 26 Il.8 10 4.5 21 9.5 




Renting 49 21.3 57 24.8 28 12.2 134 58.3 
Buying 12 5.2 34 14.8 II 4.8 52 24.8 
Own 15 6.5 15 6.5 9 3.9 39 17.0 
233 
Number of 
Race Children Education Income Housing 
Chi-Square = 3.279 14.968 12.354 25.063 6.621 
Degrees of 
Freedom = 6 degrees 12 degrees 6 degrees 14 degrees 4 degrees 
Significance = 0.006* 0.243 0.054* 0.033* o. 157 
*A significant difference at the .05 level of confidence. 
Table 8.3 
Total 
Yes No No Res:eonse Total Po:eulation 
Grou:es N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Em_Eloyment 
Employed 41 18. I 73 32.3 37 16.4 151 66.8 
Unemployed 22 9.7 18 8.0 9 4.0 49 21.7 
Self-




Table 8.3 (Continued) 
Yes No No Response Total Population 
Groups N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Chi-Square = 






















Table 8.4 · 
RESULTS OF ADMINISTRATORS RESPONSES TO 
CHILDREN'S NEEDS BEING MET 
Yes No No ResEonse 
N Percent N Percent N Percent N 
18 43.9 5 12.2 1 2.4 24 
12 29.3 5 12.2 0 o.o 17 
1 2.4 1 2.4 0 0.0 2 
16 38.1 5 11.9 1 2.4 22 
14 33.3 4 9.5 0 0.0 18 
0 o.o 0 0.0 0 o.o 0 
4 9.5 1 2.4 0 o.o 5 
24 57.1 8 19.0 1 2.4 33 
2 4.8 1 2.4 0 o.o 3 





















Sex Age Marital Status 
Chi-Square = 1.035 1. 710 0.803 
Degrees of Freedom = 2 degrees 4 degrees 6 degrees 
Significance = 0.596 0.788 0.992 
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Table 8.4 (Continued) 
Total 
Yes No No Res:eonse Total Po:eulation 
Groups N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Race 
Caucasian 3 7.3 3 7.3 0 0.0 6 14.6 





1 _, 2 4.9 0 o.o 0 0.0 2 4.9 
2 5 12.2 1 2.4 0 o.o 6 14.6 
3 13 31.7 5 12.2 0 0.0 18 43.9 
4 7 17.1 2 4.9 1 2.4 10 24.4 
5 4 9.8 0 o.o 0 o.o 4 9.8 




Masters 5 11.9 4 9.5 1 2.4 10 23.8 
Specialist 12 28.6 3 7.1 0 0.0 15 35.7 





$40,000 3 7. 1 0 o.o 0 o.o 3 7. 1 
$40,000 -
$50,000 16 38.1 8 19.0 0 o.o 24 57.1 
Above 
$50,000 12 28.6 2 4.8 2.4 15 35.7 
44 
Housing 
Buying 23 56.1 9 22.0 1 2.4 33 80.5 




Race Children Education Income Housing 
Chi-Square = 3.300 8.908 5.677 4.6425 1.097 
Degrees of 
Freedom = 2 degrees 10 degrees 4 degree.s 4 degrees 2 degrees 
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Table 8.5 (Continued) 
Total 
Yes No No Res:eonse Total Po:eulation 
Groups N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
School 
Elementary 15 35.7 3 7. 1 1 2.4 19 45.2 
Middle 7 16.7 2 4.8 0 o.o 9 21.4 





Principal -;. 25 59.5 8 19.0 1 2.4 34 81.0 
Assistant 
Principal· 5 1 1. 9 2 4.8 0 0.0 7 16.7 




Chi-Square = 2.825 0.639 
Degrees of Freedom = 4 degrees 4 degrees 
Significance = 0.587 0.958 
Table 9 presented the data on responses to the amount of time it 
took to get initi~l assistance in the Program for Exceptional Children 
for the handicapped child/children. 
Of the 233 parents who responded, 56 or 24 percent felt it took 
between 8 months or longer for them to get assistance for the first 
time in the Program for Exceptional Children. Parents in many 
instances become very hostile and will seek legal assistance because 
they feel the procedure takes so long, which meant their child/ 
children's educational needs suffered much longer than was needed. Of 
the 44 school administrators who responded, 31 or 62. 1 percent felt 
that it took between six to 12 months to get initial assistance for 
children in the program. Although thP. parents and administrators 
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differed slightly, the process for getting assistance for the child/ 
children is too long. It was felt by both parents and administrators 
since they added the Regular School Conference, it slowed down the due 
process proceedings. The regular school conference is held when the 
regular education teacher determines that a child is not doing well in 
school. There is a regular school team which meets and determines what 
teaching alternatives and remediation can he tried for thirty days to 
see if the child will progress. If the child does not after the thirty 
~ 
day time line, then the child is referred to the In-School Team 
Chairperson where the special education process begins. 
Those parents and administrators who were between the ages of 40-
49 both agreed it took longer than 12 months to get initial assistance. 
Those parents who were married, 37 or 15.6 percent, felt it only took 
two to six months for their child/children to get assistance. There· 
was a significant difference, however, in the administrators who 
responded that were married. Twenty six (26) or 59. 1 percent of the 44 
administrators who responded felt it took longer than 12 months to get 
assistance for a child having a problem. 
Those parents and administrators who had between two and four 
children both agreed it took much longer than necessary to get assis-
tance for the child manifesting problems P.ither academically or 
emotionally. There was a significant difference with parents and 
administrators with their educational level. Those parents who had a 
high school education or higher, 60 or 57.3 percent, and those school 
administrators with a specialists degree or higher, 24 or 28.6 percent, 
both agreed that it took from eight months or longer to get assistance 
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for the child. There were statistically significant differences at the 
.05 level of confidence for parent respondents in five categories: 
Number of Children, Education, Income, Housing and Employment. There 
were statistically significant differences at the .05 level of confi-
dence for the administrator in six categories: Race, Number of 




















:;,RESULTS OF PARENTS RESPONSES TO AMOUNT OF TIME 
TO GET INITIAL ASSISTANCE IN PROGRAM 
FOR EXCEPTIONAL CHILDREN 
Longer than Total 
2-6 6-8 8-12 12 Months PoEulation 
N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
9 3.8 15 4.5 5 2. 1 13 5.4 
80 34.2 22 9.4 51 21.9 43 18.5 
233 
100.0 
4 1.7 2 0.9 1 0.4 7 3.0 
1 0.4 2 0.9 2 0.9 2 0.9 
3 1.3 9 3.9 10 4.3 9 3.9 
6 2.6 10 4.3 21 9.0 25 10.7 
11 4.7 24 10.3 18 7.7 50 31.4 
3 1.3 1 0.4 2 0.9 6 2.6 
0 o.o 1 0.4 1 0.4 3 1. 8 
233 
100.0 
19 8.1 9 3.9 20 8.6 20 8.6 
37 15.6 15 6.4 21 9.0 21 9.0 
10 4.3 3 1. 3 3 1.3 2 0.9 
23 9.9 5 2.1 12 5.2 12 5.2 
233 
100.0 




N Percent N Percent 
Sex 
21.417 











Longer than Total 






*A significant difference at the .05 level of confidence. 
Table 9.2 
Longer than Total 
2-6 6-8 8-12 12 Months PoEulation 
Grou:2s N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Race 
Caucasian 12 6.0 8 4.0 5 2.5 9 4.5 
Black 21 10.5 44 22.0 44 22.0 51 25.5 
Oriental 0 0.0 1 0.5 0 0.0 2 1. 0 
Indian 0 o.o 0 o.o 0 o.o 0 o.o 





1 8 4.0 6 3.0 12 5.9 12 5.4 
2 15 7.4 13 6.4 11 5.4 21 10.5 
3 8 4.0 12 5.9 10 5.0 21 10". 5 
4 3 1. 5 6 3.0 6 3.0 7 3.5 
5 7 3.5 0 o.o 5 2.5 10 5.0 




Elementary 1 0.5 3 1.5 4 2.0 9 4.4 
High School 18 8.8 27 13.2 36 17.6 41 20.0 
College 8 3.9 18 8.8 7 3.4 19 9.3 
Above 




Table 9.2 (Continued) 
Longer than Total 
2-6 6-8 8-12 12 Months Po2ulation 
Grou;es N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Income 
Below 
$5,000 4 2.0 0 o.o 9 4.6 4 2.0 
$5,000 -
$8,000 11 5.6 18 9. 1 21 10.7 21 10.7 
$10,000 -
$20,000 8 4.0 13 6.6 11 5.6 16 8. 1 
$20,000 -
$1.0,000 10 5.1 6 3.0 11 5.6 17 8.7 
Above 




Renting 34 16.6 19 9.3 33 16.1 35 17.1 
Buying 14 6.8 8 3.9 10 4.9 3 1.5 




Race Children Education Income Housing 
Chi-Square = 16.129 23.167 22.551 45.249 10.568 
Degrees of 
Freedom = 12 degrees 24 degrees 12 degrees 28 degrees 8 degrees 
Significance = o. 185 0.046* 0.031* 0.020* 0.041* 
*A significant difference at the .05 level of confidence. 
Table 9.3 
Longer than Total 
2-6 6-8 8-12 12 Months Population 
Grou12s N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Em~lo~ent 
Employed 30 15.0 20 10.0 42 21.0 44 22.0 
Unemployed 6 3.0 6 3.0 11 5.5 32 19.4 
Self 





Table 9.3 (Continued) 
2-6 
N Percent N 
6-8 8-12 




Longer than Total 
12 Months Population 
N Percent 





















RESULTS OF ADMINISTRATORS RESPONSES TO AMOUNT 
OF TIME TO GET INITIAL ASSISTANCE IN 
PROGRAM FOR EXCEPTIONAL CHILDREN 
Longer than Total 
2-6 6-8 8-12 12 Months PoEulation 
N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
2 4.7 13 30.2 7 16.3 2 4.7 
2 4.7 5 11.6 6 14.0 6 14.0 
\ 44 
100.0 
1 2.3 0 0.0 1 2.3 0 o.o 
3 6.8 2 4.5 6 13.6 16 36.4 
6 13.8 4 9. 1 7 15.9 2 4·. 5 
0 o.o 0 0.0 0 o.o 0 o.o 
44 
100.0 
1 2.3 2 4.5 3 6.8 0 o.o 
4 9. 1 4 9. 1 11 25.0 26 59.1 
1 2.3 0 o.o 0 o.o 0 o.o 
2 4.5 1 2.3 0 0.0 0 o.o 
44 
100.0 
Table 9.4 (Continued) 
2-6 6-8 8-12 
Groups N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Chi-Square = 
Degrees of Freedom = 
Significance = 
2-6 
Groups N Percent 
Race 
Caucasian 0 0.0 
Black 4 9.3 
Number of 
Children 
1 1 2.3 
2 2 4.7 
3 2 4.7 
4 6 14.0 
5 1 2.3 
More than 5 0 0.0 
Education 
Masters 1 2.3 
Specialist 2 4.5 
Doctorate 1 2.3 
Income 
$30,000 -
$40,000 0 0.0 
$40,000 -
$50,000 3 6.8 











N Percent N Percent 
3 7.0 2 4.7 
3 7.0 11 25.6 
0 o.o 1 2.3 
3 7.0 2 4.7 
2 4.7 8 18.6 
0 o.o 2 4.7 
1 2.3 1 2.3 
0 0.0 0 0.0 
0 o.o 4 9. 1 
1 2.3 6 13.6 
4 9. 1 6 13.6 
I 2.3 2 4.5 
4 9.1 7 15.9 
3 6.8 6 13.6 
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Longer than Total 






J.onger than Total 

































Table 9.5 (Continued) 
2-6 6-8 8-12 



















15 degrees 6 degrees 
0.045* 0.051* 
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Longer than Total 










6 degrees 3 degrees 
0.040* 0.025* 
*A significance difference at the .05 level of confidence. 
Table 9.6 
Longer than Total 
2-6 6-8 8-12 12 Months PoEulation 
Grou12s N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
School 
Elementary 3 6.8 4 9.1 5 11.4 9 20.5 
Middle 1 2.3 0 o.o 5 11.4 3 6.8 




Principal 3 6.8 6 13.6 11 25.0 16 36.4 
Assistant 
Principal 1 2.3 1 2.3 3 6.8 2 4.5 




Chi-Square = 4.200 2.216 
Degrees of Freedom = 6 degrees 6 degrees 
Significance = 0.043* 0.898 
*A significance difference at the .05 level of confidence. 
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In Table 10 most parent respondents indicated that they did not 
feel there was a link between the parent and school administrator. The 
parent respondents were predominately black, female, between the ages 
of 39-49, married, earning $20,000 and over, with at least two chil-
dren, and education from high school and above. 
Of the 233 parent respondents, 116 or 70.5 percent of the black 
female parents felt very strongly that they did not perceive a link 
between the parent and administrator. Those parents between the ages 
of 40-49, 88 or 37.9 percent, felt totally alone when it came to 
communicating with the administrator. The parents felt that the 
administrator was always too busy to talk to them in reference to the 
academic performance of their child/children, but did not hesitate to 
call and request a conference if the child started "acting out." The 
parent re~pondents with high school education, 42 or 19.2 percent 
earning $5,000- $8,000, 66 or 31.5 percent felt in many instances when 
they came to their child's school to see how their child was doing, the 
administrator appeared to talk down to them, making them feel inferior 
and inadequate. Some parents went so far as to s~y that if they had 
more education, lived in another area, and earned more money, then the 
administrator, they felt, would take more time. Because the parents 
felt intimidated by the administrator, end also felt that their child 
was not being treated equally, they will go to legal aid, or either a 
parent advocacy group, to speak on their behalf. 
The parent respondents who were employed, 101 or 46.9 percent felt 
there was no link between the parent; and school administrator as it 
pertained to their child/ children. Those parents who were employed 
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worked very odd hours. Some worked all morning, and slept at night, 
or worked all night and slept all day, thereby leaving only a little 
time to do anything. Some parents stated they tried to make appoint-
ments with the school administrator when they were off or had a few 
hours juot to check on their child, but inevitably the principal was 
not available, nor did they try to make it convenient for the parent. 
To many parents, this was a "cop out" for the administrator, and it 
said to the parent "what you desire is of little importance to me, 
because I have a whole school to run--not one child, your child." 
Most of the administrator respondents were male, black, between 
the ages of 40-65, married with three to four children, Masters or 
above degrees, earning $40,000 or above. 
Those male administrators, 14 or 32.6 percent felt there was a 
link between the administrator and the parent. They felt that their 
doors were always opened to parents anytime they wanted to come and 
have a conference about their child/children. There was, however, a 
significant difference based on the age of the administrator and their 
feelings as to there being a link between the parent and 
administrator. Those administrators between the ages of 40-49, 19 or 
43.4 percent felt there was not a link between the administrator and 
the parent, as opposed to those administrators who were between the 
ages of 50-65, 15 or 35.2 percent. Those administrators who were 
younger felt they had so much to do that it was extremely hard to set 
up appointments with the parent when they wanted it, and in many 
instances these administrators were new in the positions they held. 
Those administrators who were older had been at the particular school 
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for ten years or longer and delegated certain jobs to the assistant 
principal, counselor, teacher, or in some rare instances, if time 
permitted, they would agree to meet with the parent when they could. 
For the parent respondents, in the categories of Sex, Marital 
Status, Education, Income, and Employment, the difference was found to 
be significant at the .05 level ·of confidence. For the administrator 
respondents, in the categories of Age, Marital Status, Housing, School 





















RESULTS OF PARENTS RESPONSES TO LINK 
BETWEEN PARENT AND ADMINISTRATOR 
Yes No Verx: Little 
Percent N Percent N Percent N 
0.9 23 10.4 8 3.6 33 
16.3 116 70.5 48 21.7 200 
0.0 5 2.3 2 0.9 7 
o.o 7 3.2 0 o.o 7 
3.7 18 8.7. 4 1. 8 30 
4.6 33 15.1 19 8.7 62 
8.2 88 37.9 31 14.2 137 
4.6 19 8.7 1 0.5 30 
0.0 3 1.4 1 0.5 4 
1.8 45 20.4 13 5.9 62 
10.9 42 19.0 25 11.3 91 
1.8 7 3.2 6 2.7 17 























Table 10.1 (Continued) 
Yes No Very Little 
Groups N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Chi-Square = 


















*A significant difference at .05 level of confidence. 
**So many respondents gave no response. 
Table 10.2 
Total 
Yes No Verx: Little Total Po:J2ulation 
Grou12s N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Race 
caucasian 7 3.2 23 10.6 9 4.1 39 18.0 
Black 32 14.7 92 42.4 46 21.2 170 78.3 
Oriental 0 o.o 1 0.5 2 0.9 3 1. 4 
Indian 0 o.o 0 0.0 0 o.o 0 0.0 





1 2 1.0 8 3.6 4 1.8 14 6.4 
2 5 2.3 29 13. 1 11 5.0 45 20.4 
3 10 4.5 36 16.3 17 7.7 63 28".5 
4 14 6.3 40 18.7 3 1.4 54 24.4 
5 0 0.0 13 5.9 10 4.5 23 10.4 




Elementary 4 1.8 12 5.3 1 0.4 17 7.6 
High School 10 4.4 29 12.9 19 8.4 58 25.8 
College 22 9.8 86 36.2 35 15.5 130 57.8 
Above 




Table 10.2 (Continued) 
Total 
Yes No Ver:t: Little Total PoEulation 
Grou12s N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Income 
Below 
$5,000 4 1. 8 25 11.5 10 4.7 39 18.0 
$5,000 -
$8,000 6 2.8 41 19.0 26 12.2 73 33.8 
$10,000 -
$20,000 11 5.2 28 15.4 11 5. 1 50 21.1 
·' $20,000 - ~· 
$40,000 12 5.8 68 31.6 12 4.9 101 47.8 
Above 




Renting 18 8.1 80 35.9 33 14.8 131 58.7 
Buying 14 6.3 22 9.9 8 3.6 42 18.1 
Own 7 3. 1 23 10.3 18 8.1 48 20.6 
233 
Number of 
Race Children Education 
Chi-Square = 4.186 19.172 5.170 
Degrees of Freedo~ = 6 degrees 12 degrees 6 degrees 
Significance = 0.651 0.084 0.014* 
*A significance difference at the .05 level of confidence. 
Table 10.3 
Total 
Yes No Verx Little Total PoEulation 
Grou:es N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
EmElo:t:ment 
Employed 25 11.4 101 46.9 39 17.7 165 78.2 
Unemployed 5 2.3 24 10.9 18 8.2 47 21.4 
Self-
Employed 6 2.7 18 8.2 2 0.9 26 11.8 
223 
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Table 10.3 (Continued) 
Yes No Very Little 
Total 
Total Population 
Groups N Percent 
Chi-Square = 
Degrees of Freedom = 
Significance = 
























RESULTS OF ADMINISTRATORS' RESPONSES TO 
LINK BETWEEN PARENT AND ADMINISTRATOR 
Yes No Verl Little Total 
Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
32.6 6 14.0 4 9.3 24 55.8 
18.6 4 9.3 7 16.3 19 44.2 
2.3 0 0.0 1 2.3 2 4.5 
9.1 19 43.2 4 9. 1 27 61.8 
20.5 7 15.9 3 6.8 23 52.3 
0.0 0 o.o 0 o.o 0 0.0 
6.8 1 2.3 2 4.5 6 13.6 
36.4 9 20.5 9 20.5 34 77.3 
4.5 1 2.3 0 o.o 3 6.8 










Table 10.4 (Continued) 
Yes 
Groups N Percent N 
Chi-Square = 
Degrees of Freedom = 
Significance = 
No Very Little 





















Yes No Ver;r Little Total Population 
Groups N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Race 
Caucasian 1 2.3 3 7.0 2 4.7 6 14.0 





1 1 2.3 1 2.3 0 o.o 2 4.7 
2 4 9.3 1 2.3 2 4.7 7 16.3 
3 9 20.9 5 11.6 4 9.3 18 41.9 
4 6 14.0 3 7.0 2 4.7 11 25.6 
5 0 0.0 1 2.3 3 7.0 4 9.3 




Masters 20 45.5 6 13.6 0 0.0 26 59.1 
Specialist 14 31.8 1 2.3 0 o.o 15 34.1 




Table 10.5 (Continued) 
Total 
Yes No Verl Little Total PoEulation 
GrouEs N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Income 
$30,000 -
$40,000 2 4.5 1 2.3 0 0.0 3 6.8 
$40,000 -
$50,000 26 59.0 2 4.5 1 2.3 29 65.8 
Above 




Buying 23 52.3 9 20.5 1 2.3 35 79.5 




Race Children Education Income Housing 
Chi-Square = 3.551 8.710 2.218 4.448 11.478 
Degrees of 
Freedom = 2 degrees 10 degrees 2 degrees 2 degrees 6 degrees 
Significance = 0.169 0.559 0.328 o. 108 0.074* 
Table 10.6 
Total 
Yes No Verl Little Total PoEulation 
Grouns N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
School 
Elementary 16 36.4 5 11.4 3 6.8 24 54.6 
Middle 7 15.9 2 4.5 0 o.o 9 20.4 




Principal 22 50.0 11 25.0 3 6.8 36 81.8 
Assistant 
Principal 3 6.8 3 6.8 1 2.3 7 15.9 




Groups N Percent 
Chi-Square = 
Degrees of Freedom = 
Significance = 

















*A significant difference at the .05 level of confidence. 
Table 11 reported responses of parents and administrators in 
interpreting the question which asked if the rapport between the parent 
and.the administrator could be better. For the total responses to the 
question, both parents and administrators overwhelmingly felt the 
rapport could be better between the parent and administrator or vice 
versa. In reviewing individual categories/itemR, certain significant 
findings should be noted. Of the 233 parents who responded, 178 or 
84.5 percent definitely felt the rapport could and should be much 
better. Of the 44 administrators who responded, 33 or 76.8 percent 
also agreed that the rapport could and should be much better. Those 
parents who were between the ages of 30-49 (58. 7 perce·nt), and the 
administrators between the ages of 40-65 (70. 5 percent), felt very 
strongly that there was a tremendous need for a better rapport to be 
established between the parent and administrator in order to provide 
the best educational atmosphere for the handicapped child. It should 
be noted that both groups who were older felt strong~r than those 
groups who were younger. The older parent respondents have had a 
child/children in the Program for Exceptional Children for more than 
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two years, and they have had to spend a large amount of time trying to 
find out about their child/children. Most of the parents were married, 
black, female, high school education or above, renting or buying a 
home, earning between $10,000 or above yearly. Difference for the 
parent respondents was statistically significant at the • 05 level of 
confidence for the categories: Sex, Age, Marital Status, Number of 
Children, Education, Income, and Employment. 
Results for elementary and high school principals agreed with the 
responses for the total group. Administrators reported that in many 
instances when the parents came to school to see about their child/ 
children, it was generally in reference to discipline problems. The 
conferences held at these times were generally very heated, leaving the 
parent on the offensive end, and the administrator in an adversarial 
position. Administrators responded that for the most part parents only 
attend the school when there is a problem, and when they enter they 
already have their guard up, and will blame their child's problem on 
the teacher, or the teacher and the administrator. More administrators 
wHh three children (32. 6 percent); buying a home (60. 4 percent); 
earning $40,000-$50,000 (47.7 percent) with a Specialist Degree (34.1 
percent) tended to agree with the responses for total parents and 
administrators. There was statisUcally significant difference at .05 
level of confidence for administrators in the categories pertaining to 




















PARENTS RESPONSES TO RAPPORT BETWEEN 
PARENT AND ADMINISTRATOR 
Yes No Verx: Little 
Percent N Percent N Percent N 
8.8 8 3.5 4 1.8 32 
75.7 19 8.4 24 10.8 201 
2.7 1 0.4 1 0.4 8 
2.7 1 0.4 0 o.o 7 
10.3 5 2.2 2 0.9 30 
23.3 8 3.6 5 3.3 65 
35.4 17 7.6 6 2.7 102 
2.2 5 2.2 1 0.4 11 
0.9 0 o.o 2 0.9 4 
22.7 7 3. 1 5 2.2 63 
28.4 11 4.9 17 7.6 92 
6.2 2 0.9 2 0.9 18 
























Sex Age Marital Status 
Chi-Square = 6.170 28.349 6.792 
Degrees of Freedom = 2 degrees 12 degrees 6 degrees 
Significance = 0.045* 0.004* 0.021* 
*A significance difference at the .05 level of confidence. 
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Table 11.2 (Continued) 
Total 
Yes No Ver;r Little Total Population 
GrouEs N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Race 
Caucasian 26 11.8 7 3.2 6 2.7 39 17.6 
Black 136 61.5 20 9.0 17 7.7 173 78.3 
Oriental 2 0.9 1 0.5 1 0.5 4 1. 8 
Indian 0 0.0 0 o.o 0 o.o 0 o.o 





1 9 4. 1 11 4.7 5 2.1 25 10.7 
2 24 10.3 17 7.3 6 2.6 47 20.2 
3" 49 21.2 10 4.3 10 4.3 64 27.5 
4 47 20.2 10 4.3 0 o.o 57 24.5 
5 13 5.6 5 2. 1 4 1. 7 22 9.4 




Elementary 11 4.7 5 2. 1 5 2.1 21 9.0 
High School 107 45.9 23 9.9 3 1.3 133 57. 1 
College 53 22. 7 1 0.4 8 3.4 62 26.4 
Above 





$5,000 22 9.5 16 6.9 6 2.6 44 18".8 
$5,000 -
$8,000 22 9.5 16 6.9 6 2.6 44 18.8 
$10,000 -
$20,000 47 20.2 8 3.4 12 5.2 56 24.0 
$20,000 -
$40,000 49 23.6 2 0.9 9 3.9 60 28.4 
Above 
$40,000 14 6.0 1 0.4 4 1.7 19 8.2 
233 
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Table 11.2 (Continued) 
Total 
Yes No Ver~ Little Total Po:eulation 
GrouEs N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Housing 
Renting 107 45.9 25 10.7 5 2.2 137 58.8 
Buying 34 13.7 19 8.2 6 2.6 57 24.5 
Own 22 9.4 11 4.7 6 2.6 39 16.7 
233 
Number of 
Race Children Education Income Housins 
Chi-Square = 8.206 32.104 20.762 57.941 10.429 
Degrees of 
Freedom = 6 degrees 21 degrees 12 degrees 40 degrees 9 degrees 
Significance = 0.223 0.051* 0.054* 0.033* 0.316 
*A significant difference at .05 level of confidence. 
Table 11.3 
Yes No No Res:eonse Total PoEulation 
GrouEs N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Em:eloyment 
Employed 69 29.6 58 24.9 28 12.0 155 66.5 
Unemployed 24 10.3 18 7.7 7 3.0 49 21.0 
Self-




Chi-Square = 6.231 
Degrees of Freedom = 9 degrees 
Significance = o. 015* 

















RESULTS OF ADMINISTRATORS RESPONSES TO RAPPORT 
BETWEEN PARENT AND ADMINISTRATOR 
Yes No Verv Little Total 
N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
18 41.9 4 9.3 2 4.7 24 55.8 
15 34.9 4 9.3 0 o.o 19 44.2 
2 4.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 4.5 
16 36.4 3 6.8 0 o.o 19 43.2 
15 34.1 5 11.4 3 6.8 23 52.3 
0 o.o 0 o.o 0 o.o 0 o.o 
4 9. 1 2 4.3 0 o.o 6 13.6 
26 59.1 7 15.9 1 2.3 34 77.3 
1 2.3 0 o.o 0 0.0 1 2.3 










Sex Age Marital Status 
Chi-Square = 1. 714 3.991 9. 145 
Degrees of Freedom = 2 degrees 4 degrees 6 degrees 
Significance = 0.424 0.406 o. 165 
Table 11.5 
Yes No No Res:eonse Total Po:eulation 
Grou:es N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Race 
Caucasian 5 11.6 1 2.3 0 o.o 6 14.0 




Table 11.5 (Continued) 
Yes No No ResEonse Total PoEulation 
GrouEs N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Number of 
Children 
1 1 2.3 0 o.o 0 o.o 1 2.3 
2 8 18.6 2 4.7 1 2.3 11 25.6 
3 14 32.6 4 9.3 1 2.3 19 44.2 
4 6 14.0 1 2.3 0 o.o 7 16.3 
5 2 4.7 2 4.7 0 o.o 4 9.3 




Masters 7 15.9 3 6.8 0 o.o 10 22.7 
Specialist 15 34.1 0 o.o 2 4.5 17 38.6 





$40,000 2 4.5 1 2.3 0 o.o 3 6.8 
$40,000 -
$50,000 21 47.7 3 6.8 2 4.5 26 59.1 
Above 




Buying 26 60.4 7 16.3 3 7.0 36 83.7 




Race Children Education Income Housing 
Chi-Square 2.310 13.508 7.022 6.205 1.108 
Degrees of 
Freedom = 2 degrees 10 degrees 4 degrees 4 degrees 2 degrees 
Significance = 0.051* o. 196 o. 134 o. 184 0.574 




Yes No Ver~ Little Total Po:J2ulation 
Grou12s N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
School 
Elementary 15 34.1 4 9. 1 2 4.5 21 47.7 
Middle 7 15.9 2 4.5 0 o.o 9 20.5 




Principal 26 59.1 8 18.2 2 4.5 36 81.8 
Assistant 
Principal 6 13.6 0 0.0 1 2.3 7 15.9 




Chi-Square = 1.116 2.730 
Degrees of Freedom = 4 degrees 4 degrees 
Significance = 0.891 0.054* 
*A significant difference at the .05 level of confidence. 
Table 12 presented the parents' and administrators' interest in 
having a parent group at school where parents of handicapped children 
and others could meet and discuss crucial issues and concerns they may 
have. This was a very significant question for both parents and 
administrators, because by having parent group meetings·at the school 
level could definitely bind the parent and administrator. By having 
parent groups, any issues or concerns pertaining to the child, or any 
and all pertinent issues could then be addressed at those scheduled 
meetings. For the parent or administrator who finds it difficult to 
reach any kind of reasonable solution to a given problem, these 
meetings could address the gap, and hopefully shorten it making both 
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groups function as a unit, protecting every right the handicapped 
child/children may have that has been outlined under Public Law 94-142. 
Of the 233 parent respondents, 104 or 48.3 percent of both the 
female and male parents felt they would be interested in having a 
parent group at the school. There were 85 or 37.2 percent of both the 
male and female parent respondents who were not interested in a parent 
group. This group of parents felt that it would be a waste of time, 
that the administrator would still not listen to their concerns, 
thereby, accomplishing nothing. However, these skeptics stated they 
would attend one meeting to see if they felt any differently, and if 
so, they would become a part of the group if there was one at their 
zoned school. Those parents between the ages of 20-29 (9. 5 perGent) 
were not interested in a parent group at their zoned school as opposed 
to those parents between 30-49 (59.2 percent) who definitely wanted a 
parent group. Those parents who were single (22.0 percent) were 
interested in having a parent group, as opposed to those parents who 
were married (20.9 percent) and were not interested in a parent group. 
There was little difference found in those parents _who were widowed or 
divorced as to whether they were or were not interested in having a 
parent group at their school that would meet and discuss crucial 
issues. 
Most of the parents who responded were black females, 193 or 86.4 
percent. Of this number, 141 or 63.0 percent were more than interested 
in a parent group, 18 or 8.2 percent were not interested and 34 or 15.2 
percent gave no response at all. There was a significant difference 
found in the category Number of Children. Those parents who had 3-4 
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children (42. 3 percent) agreed that they were interested in parent 
groups, and also felt that this was a positive beginning for both the 
parent and administrator in dealing with the handicapped child/ 
children. Those parents who had 1-2 children (12. 3 percent) really 
didn't care one way or the other. More parents with a high school 
diploma or higher (70. 2 percent) agreed that having a parent group 
would be extremely beneficial and especially during this time tvhere 
laws and gu~delines are constantly changing would be a necessity. 
'· 
These parents felt that by having these meetings they received first-
hand information pertaining to any new guidelines or regulations about 
their handicapped child/children, and it would also broaden their 
awareness of Public Law 94-142. Parents still felt unsure about the 
law. In meetings on their child/children they were often lost because 
the law is discussed so quickly that the parent did not ask many· 
questions because they don't want to feel "stupid," or "ignorant." One 
parent stated, "A.t those meetings they use so many alphabets and name 
dropping about this test or that test, that they see how their child 
could feel in the classroom because they are lost in the meetings." 
Differences were statist:f.cally significant at the • 05 level of confi-
dence for the parent respondents in the categories: Sex, Age, Marital 
Status, Number of Children, Education, Income, Housing and Employment. 
Of the 44 administrators who responded to the question, an over-
whelming and significant number, 42 or 97. 7 percent of the admin:f.-
strators were very interested in having a parent group at their school 
where they could meet with parents and others to discuss crucial issues 
pertaining to the handicapped child/children. They, too, felt the same 
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as the parents that by having these meetings it would bridge the gap 
between the parent and the administrator. Many administrators agreed 
that they knew enough to just barely make it when discussing or 
interpreting Public Law 94-142. They admitted their knowledge was 
limited and often misunderstood by the parent, making them (the 
administrator) feel as though they were in a "tug of war" with the 
parent, which often brought about conflict. This conflict stemed from 
limited kn~~ledge pertaining to the law, but in many instances was 
~. 
hidden by the administrator because the role of the leader was 
perceived as being that individual who was thoroughly abreast of all 
guidelines and procedures, whether it dealt with regular education or 
special education, and if the leader did not appear to be knowledgeable 
of certain rules and regulations, they stood out, and were often 
singled out. 
Age of the administrator was significant as it pertained to the 
administrators' 1:esponse to parent groups at their school. Those 
administrators between the ages of 40-50, 41 or 93.2 percent, were 
very interested in having a parent group at their school, but those 
administrators who were 50 years or older (2.3 percent) had no overall 
reaction to the question. Parent respondents who were 50 years or 
older also followed the same pattern as the administrator who were the 
same ages. Those administrators with degrees at the Specialist level 
or above (80. 0 percent) were interested in having parent groups at 
their schools. In comparing the educational levels of the parent 
respondents, those parents with degrees above high school were also 
very interested in having parent groups at their zoned schools. 
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Elementary and high school administrators (76.2 percent) were 
more interested in establishing parent groups than the middle school 
administrator. It should be noted that the investigator found that as 
the handicapped child moved from elementary to middle school, there 
were more conflict-based problems between the parent and administrator. 
The parent was concerned about how their child would adjust to an 
to an entirely new educational arena, and would the teachers understand 
the problem~ their child had and also if they would be able to 
";. 
communicate with the administrator. The administrator was also 
concerned because middle school was the transitional stage for the 
child and they had to assure the child was instructed on changing 
classes and meeting different teachers. The administrator also had to 
be available to deal with parent concerns. Both the parent and 
administrator felt that having a parent group in their school would be· 
extremely beneficial. Differences were statistically significant at 
the .05 level of .confidence for the administrator in these categories 






RESULTS OF PARENTS RESPONSES TO PARENT 
GROUPS AT SCHOOL 
Yes No Ver! Little Total 
Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
4.4 14 6. 1 9 3.9 33 14.5 






Table 12.1 (Continued) 
Total 
Yes No Ve!I Little Total PoEulation 
GrouEs N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Age 
Under 20 0 o.o 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 o.o 
20-24 2 0.9 6 2.7 0 0.0 8 3.5 
25-29 0 0.0 7 3.1 0 0.0 7 3. 1 
30-39 38 16.9 19 8.4 11 4.9 62 27.4 
40-49 73 32.3 32 14.2 1 4.9 106 47.2 
50-65 ~· 6 2.7 6 2.7 0 0.0 12 5.3 





Single 25 11. 1 27 12.0 10 4.4 62 27.6 
Married 3 14.7 47 20.9 14 6.2 94 41.8 
Widowed 5 8.2 9 4.0 4 1. 8 18 8.0 
Divorced 18 8.4 24 10.7 8 3.6 51 22.7 
233 
100.0 
Sex Age Marital Status 
Chi-Square = 3.338 31. 122 2.520 
Degress of Freedom = 2 degrees 12 degrees 6 degrees 
Significance = 0.031* 0.0019* 0.005* 
*A significance difference at the .05 level of confidence. 
Table 12.2 
Total 
Yes No Ver~ Little Total PoEulation 
GrouEs N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Race 
Caucasian 31 13.8 13 5.8 9 4.0 53 23.6 
Black 141 63.0 18 8.2 34 15.2 193 86.4 
Oriental 3 1.3 2 0.9 1 0.4 6 3.2 
Indian 0 o.o 0 o.o 0 0.0 0 o.o 




Table 12.2 (Continued) 
Total 
Yes No Veri Little Total PoEulation 
GrouES N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Number of 
Children 
1 7 3.1 5 2.2 2 0.9 14 6. 1 
2 21 9.2 17 7.5 9 3.9 47 20.6 
3 53 23.2 10 4.3 11 4.8 74 32.7 
4 35 18.1 18 7.9 11 4.8 64 28.1 
5 12 5.3 5 2.2 5 2.2 22 9.6 




Elementary 12 5.2 5 2.2 3 1.3 20 8.7 
High School 98 44.5 12 5.2 1 0.4 111 50.1 
College 49 21.3 20 8.7 12 5.2 81 35.2 
Above 





$5,000 8 3.6 7 3.2 4 1.8 19 8.6 
$5,000 -
$8,000 16 7.2 13 5.9 1 o.s 30 13.5 
$10,000 -
$20,000 58 27.2 12 5.4 4 1.8 74 34.4 
$20,000 -
$40,000 51 24.4 10 4.5 9 4.1 70 33.0 
Above 




Renting 110 47.8 25 10.9 3 1.3 138 60.0 
Buying 25 10.9 16 7.0 15 6.5 56 24.3 




Race Children Education Income Housing 
Chi-Square = 2.544 10.154 6.975 22.102 4.389 
Degrees of 
Freedom = 6 degrees 12 degrees 6 degrees 14 degrees 4 degrees 
Significance = 0.863 0.054* 0.014* 0.039* 0.008* 
*A significant difference at the .OS level of confidence. 
137 
Table 12.3 (Continued) 
Total 








N Percent N Percel"'.t N Percent N Percent 
125 62.4 18 
24 10.6 10 






15.0 177 85.4 
4.7 44 20.0 
4.7 33 14.9 













Over 65 0 
Table 12.4 
RESULTS OF ADHINISTRATORS RESPONSES TO 
PARENT GROUPS AT SCHOOL 
Yes No Verx: Little Total 
Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
53.5 1 2.3 0 o.o 24 55.8 
44.2 1 2.3 0 o.o 20 46.7 
2.3 1 2.3 0 o.o 2 4.5 
50.0 0 o.o 1 2.3 23 52.3 
43.2 0 o.o 0 o.o 19 43.2 








Table 12.4 (Continued) 
Yes No Very Little 

























































*A significant difference at the .05 level of confidence. 
Table 12.5 
Total 
Yes No Very Little Total PoEulation 
GrouEs N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Race 
Caucasian 6 14.0 0 o.o 0 0.0 6 14.0 





1 9 20.4 0 o.o 0 0.0 9 20.4 
2 17 39.5 1 2.3 0 o.o 18 41.9 
3 10 23.3 0 0.0 1 2.3 11 25.6 
4 4 9.3 0 0.0 0 o.o 4 9.3 
5 1 2.3 0 o.o 0 0.0 1 2.3 




Table 12.5 (Continued) 
Total 
Yes No Verx: Little Total PoEulation 
GrouEs N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Education 
Masters 9 20.5 0 o.o 1 2.3 10 22.7 
Specialist 16 36.4 1 2.3 0 o.o 17 38.6 




$30,000 - _, 
$40,000 ";. 3 6.8 0 o.o 0 0.0 3 6.8 
$40,000 -
$50,000 25 56.8 1 2.3 0 o.o 25 56.8 
Above 




Buying 33 76.7 1 2.3 1 2.3 35 81.4 




Race Children Education Income Housins 
Chi-Square = 0.340 4.354 5.059 2.640 0.479 
Degrees of 
Freedom = 2 degrees 10 degrees 4 degrees 4 degrees 2 degrees 
Significance = 0.843 0.930 0.281 0.619 0.044* 
*A significant difference at the .OS level of confidence. 
Table 12.6 
Yes 
GrouEs N Percent 
Position 
Principal 34 77.3 
Assistant 
Principal 7 15.9 
Other 1 2.3 
';. 
Chi-Square = 
Degrees of Freedom = 
Significance = 














N Percent N 




















*A significant difference at the .05 level of confidence. 
Table 13 summarized the responses of parents and administrators in 
reference to the question on where does special education fall in terms· 
of the Atlanta Public School System. More parents and administrators 
felt that specia~ education was perceived as a low priority with the 
Atlanta Public School System. Both the male and female parent 
respondents, 135 or 61.7 percent felt special education was a low 
priority. There were 86 or 38.4 percent of the male and female parent 
respondents who felt special education was a middle priority, and 17 or 
76 percent felt it was a high priority. Those parents between the ages 
of 30-49 (41. 3 percent) felt special education was a low priority as 
opposed to those parents between the ages of 25-39 (35.3 percent), who 
perceived special education as a middle priority. There were only a 
small percent of parent respondents, 17 or 7. 5 percent from all age 
categories who felt the Atlanta Public School System perceived special 
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education as being a high priority. Those parents who were single or 
or married both agreed that special education as they felt the Atlanta 
Public School System perceived it was a low priority. Only 13 or 5.7 
percent felt that Atlanta Public School System perceived special 
education as a high priority. 
There was a significant difference in the marital status of parent 
respondents. The majority of the parents who were single, 40 or 17.7 
percent, or married, 48 or 21.2 percent felt the Atlanta Public Schools 
perceived special education as being a low priority. Those parents who 
were widowed or divorced felt it was a middle priority. Only 7. 8 
percent of all parent respondents felt special education was perceived 
as a high priority. 
Of the 233 parent respondents, 102 or 45.9 percent of the black 
female respondents agreed special education was a low priority with 
Atlanta Public Schools, 59 or 26.6 percent of the female black respon-
dents felt it was a middle priority, and only 12 or 5.4 percent of the 
black female parent respondents felt the Atlanta Public School System 
perceived special education as a high priority. Th~se parents with 3-4 
children agreed that special education to them was thought of as a low 
priority with the system. There was a significant difference found 
with the parents based on the amount of education they received. Those 
parents with a high school diploma (32.6 percent) felt special 
education fell in the low priority range. with the school system, those 
with a college degree were split between two priorities--low and 
middle. Only 4 or 1.8 percent of the parent re~pondents with degrees 
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above college ranked special education as a high priority with the 
Atlanta Public Schools. 
Responses of parents who were employed varied slightly in two 
priorities: Low and Middle. There were 81 or 36.5 percent of the 
parents who felt Atlanta ranked special education as a low priority, 
59 or 26.6 percent of parent responses ranked special education as a 
middle priority, and 7 or 3.2 percent ranked special education in terms 
of the Atlanta Public School System as high. There was a slightly 
wider range reported with those parents who were unemployed. Within 
this group, 30 or 13.5 percent perceived special education as a low 
priority, 12 or 5.4 percent felt it was a middle priority, and 7 or 3.2 
percent felt it was a high priority. Differences were statistically 
significant at the .05 level of confidence for the parent respondents 
in six categories: Age, Ma.rital Status, Number of Children, Education, 
Housing and Employment. 
Of the 44 administrators responses, 20 or 36.9 percent in their 
special education as a low opinion felt the school system placed 
priority as far as educating children. 
of the administrators who felt the 
There were 14 or 32.5 percent 
school system placed special 
education as a middle priority, and only 10 or 23.3 percent of the 
administrators felt it was a high priority in educating handicapped 
children. Age was also significant for both the parent and the 
administrator. The administrators between the ages of 40-50 (72. 3 
percent) felt in their opinion the system placed special education as a 
low priority, and those administrators between the ages of 50-65 (11.4 
percent) in their opinion the school system placed special education as 
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a high priority in educating the handicapped child. Those administra-
tors who were married varied slightly in reference to the priority of 
special education in the school system, however, those administrators 
who were single or divorced both agreed in their opinion special 
education was placed as a low priority in the system where it pertained 
to educating the handicapped child. 
There was no significant difference noted with the administrators 
and the number of children they had. For the most part, the adminis-
trators felt in their opinion that the system prioritized the special 
education program from high to low regardless of the number of children 
they had of their own. There was also no significant difference noted 
in the administrators responses as it pertained to their educational 
level. 
Those administrators who either were buying or owned their homes 
(74.6 percent) felt in their opinion the school system placed special 
education as a low priority. 
Most of the elementary school principals (59. 4 percent) felt in 
their opinion the school system placed special education as a low 
priority. There was a significant difference found with the middle and 
high school principals as it pertained to where they felt the Atlanta 
Public School System had prioritized the special education program. 
The middle and high school principals varied slightly, 3 or 6.8 percent 
responded in their opinion the school system placed special education 
as a middle or high priority. DiffP-rences were statistically signifi-
cant at the .05 level of confidence for the following responses on the 




















RESULTS OF PARENTS RESPONSES TO PRIORITY OF 
SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAM 
Hi~h Middle Low Total 
N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
2 0.9 16 7.1 15 6.7 33 14.7 
15 6.7 70 31.3 120 54.0 199 87.6 
1 0.4 2 0.9 5 2.2 8 3.6 
0 o.o 0 0.0 7 3.1 7 3. 1 
0 o.o 10 4.5 21 9.4 31 13.8 
9 4.0 34 15.2 58 25.9 101 45. 1 
5 2.2 25 11.2 37 16.4 67 31.5 
3 1. 3 3 1. 3 6 2.7 12 5.4 
0 0.0 1 0.4 3 1. 3 4 1.8 
1 0.4 13 5.8 40 17.7 54 25.2 
12 5.3 42 18.6 48 21.2 102 57.5 
0 o.o 8 3.5 10 4.4 18 8.0 










Sex Age Marital Status 
Chi-Square = 1. 672 23.287 22.542 
Degrees of Freedom = 2. degrees 12 degrees 6 degrees 
Significance = 0.433 0.025* 0.001* 
*A significant difference at the .05 level of confidence. 
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Table 13.2 (Continued) 
Total 
High Middle Low Total PoEulation 
GroUES N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Race 
Caucasian 5 2.3 16 7.2 19 8.6 40 18.0 
Black 12 5.4 59 26.6 102 45.9 173 77.9 
Oriental 1 0.5 0 0.0 3 1.4 4 1.8 
Indian 0 o.o 0 o.o 0 o.o 0 o.o 





1 1 0.4 1 0.4 1 0.4 3 1.3 
2 5 2.2 18 8.0 26 11.5 49 21.7 
3 4 1.8 7 3.1 52 23.1 63 28.0 
4 1 0.4 3 1. 3 59 28.2 63 28.0 
5 0 o.o 7 3. 1 16 7. 1 23 10.2 




Elementary 0 o.o 6 2.6 14 6.2 20 8.8 
High School 6 2.6 49 21.6 74 32.6 129 56.8 
College 8 3.5 18 7.9 34 15.0 60 26.4 
Above 





$5,000 8 3.7 7 3.2 17 8.8 32 15·. 1 
$5,000 -
$8,000 3 1. 3 8 3.6 21 9.5 32 15.7 
$10,000 -
$20,000 21 9.5 4 1.9 56 25.3 81 54.7 
$20,000 -
$40,000 7 3.2 13 5.9 61 27.2 81 54.7 
Above 




Table 13.2 (Continued) 
Total 
High Middle Low Total PoJ2ulation 
GrouEs N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Housing 
Renting 7 3.1 49 21.7 76 33.6 132 58.4 
Buying 5 2.2 22 9.7 34 18.4 61 28.3 




Race Children Education Income Housing 
Chi-Square = 14.383 10.841 26. 183 21.551 5.200 
Degrees of 
Freedom = 6 degrees 12 degrees 6 degrees 14 degrees 4 degrees 
Significance = 0.025 0.030* 0.0002* 0.088 0.011* 
*A significant difference at .05 level of confidence. 
Hi~h 
GrouEs N Percent 
EmJ2loyment 
Employed 7 3.2 
Unemployed 7 3.2 
Self-
Employed 4 1.8 
Chi-Square = 

















Percent N Percent 
36.5 147 66.2 
13.5 49 22.1 
11. 7 37 18·. 4 




















Table 13.4 (Continued) 
RESULTS OF ADMINISTRATORS RESPONSES TO PRIORITY 
OF THE SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAM 
High Middle Low Total 
N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
4 9.3 9 20.9 12 27.3 25 57.8 
6 14.0 5 11.6 8 18.6 19 44.2 
0 o.o 1 2.3 1 2.3 2 4.5 
4 9.1 1 2.3 18 42.8 23 52.3 
5 11.4 2 4.5 13 29.5 20 45.2 
0 o.o 0 0.0 0 o.o 0 o.o 
2 4.5 0 o.o 4 9.1 6 13.6 
6 13.6 12 27.3 16 36.4 34 77.3 
0 o.o 1 o.o 0 o.o 1 o.o 










Sex Age Marital Status 
Chi-Square = 2.156 2.335 10.261 
Degrees of Freedom = 2 degrees 4 degrees 6 degrees 
Significance = 0.023* 0.031* 0.114 
*A significant difference at the .05 level of confidence. 
Table 13.5 
Total 
Hi~h Middle Low Total Po:eulation 
Grou:es N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Race 
Caucasian 1 2.3 0 o.o 5 11.7 6 14.0 




Table 13.6 (Continued) 
Total 
High Middle Low Total Population 
Grouos N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Number of 
Children 
1 2 4.7 0 0.0 0 o.o 2 4.7 
2 2 4.7 2 4.7 3 7 .o 7 16.3 
3 4 9.3 6 14.0 8 18.6 18 41.9 
4 2 4.7 0 o.o 9 . 20.9 11 25.6 _, 
5 2 4.7 1 2.3 5 10.2 8 18.6 




Masters 4 9.1 4 9.1 2 4.5 10 22.7 
Specialist 2 4.5 0 0.0 15 34.1 17 38.6 





$40,000 1 2.3 1 2.3 1 2.3 3 6.8 
$40,000 -
$50,000 10 22.7 5 11.4 11 25.0 26 59.1 
Above 




Buying 9 20.9 1 2.3 26 60.6 36 82.4 




Race Children Education Income Housins 
Chi-Square = 0.321 8.503 6.541 0.641 6.078 
Degrees of 
Freedom = 2 degrees 10 degrees 4 degrees 4 degrees 2 degrees 
Significance = 0.038* 0.579 o. 162 0.037* 0.047* 
*A significant difference at the .05 level of confidence. 
Table 13.7 
Yes No No Res;eonse Total 
Groul!s N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
School 
Elementary 4 9.1 6 13.6 11 25.0 21 47.7 
Middle 2 4.5 3 6.8 4 9.1 9 20.5 
High 3 6.8 4 9. 1 7 15.9 14 31.8 
Position -;. 
Principal 7 15.9 6 13.6 23 59.4 36 81.8 
Assistant 
Principal 2 4.5 2 4.5 3 6.8 7 15.9 
Other 0 o.o 0 0.0 1 2.3 1 2.3 
School Position 
Chi-Square = 3.598 3. 977 
Degrees of Freedom = 4 degrees 4 degrees 
Significance = 0.039* 0.037* 
*A significant dHference at the .05 level of confidence. 
Table 13.8 
RESULTS OF PARENTS RESPONSES TO THE KNOWLEDGE 
OBTAINED CONCERNING P.L. 94-142 
Yes No No ResEonse Total 
GrouEs N Percent N Perce11.t N Percent N Percent 
Sex 
Male 7 3. 1 18 8.0 8 3.6 33 14.7 













Table 13.8 (Continued) 
Total 
Yes No No ResEonse Total PoEulation 
Grou:es N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Age 
Under 20 1 0.4 6 2.7 1 0.4 8 3.6 
20-24 0 o.o 7 3.1 0 o.o 7 3. 1 
25-29 9 4.0 17 7.6 5 2.2 31 13.9 
30-39 19 8.5 26 11.7 17 7.6 62 27.8 
40-49 20 9.0 46 20.6 34 15.2 100 44.8 
50-65 4 1. 8 5 2.2 2 0.9 11 4.9 





Single 8 3.6 16 7.1 40 17.8 64 28.4 
Married 28 12.4 32 14.2 33 14.7 93 41.3 
Widowed 6 2.7 1 0.4 10 4.4 17 7.6 
Divorced 12 5.3 15 6.7 24 10.7 51 22.7 
233 
100.0 
Sex Age Marital Status 
Chi-Square = 0.883 22.383 17.451 
Degrees of Freedom = 12 degrees 12 degrees 6 degrees 
Significance = 0.642 0.0334* 0.007* 
*A significant difference at the .OS level of confidence. 
Chapter V 
Summary, Discussion and Recommendation 
This study focused on the provisions of Public Law 94-142 as it 
was perceived by selected school administrators and parents in the 
Atlanta Public Schools. It has been several years since Congress 
revolutionized special education by enacting Public Law 94-142. The 
law has made provisions for parent participation. Parents have rights 
to be part of the process for evaluating their children; plan their 
children's educational program; challenge the accuracy of their child's 
evaluation, program or placement; give or withhold consent to initial 
evaluation or placement; have access to school records, etc. It is the 
administrator's responsibility to make sure all of the laws that were 
mandated by the federal government are being carried out to the letter. 
A different but not necessarily inconsistent view of parental 
participation underlies the testimony and the assumptions. This view 
regarded parental participation as a guarantee of school account-
ability. It held that parents can make no assumptions about their 
child's education. This view rested on the testimony that schools in 
many instances have faHed to accept many handicapped children for 
P.nrollment. They have unjustifiably classifiPd children as handicapped 
and have provided inadequate education to those whom they did enroll. 
They have not listened carefully to parents who complained that their 
children's education was inadequate. This dismal and dull view has 
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improved since the inception of Public Law 94-142, but it is by no 
means perfect. Administrators and parents have got to work together 
as a unit, not separate entities on opposing sides finding fault with 
each other as it pertains to the educating of handicapped children. 
Although Public Law 94-142 has made it possible for parents to be 
active in the total decision making process, active participation is a 
new concept for parents and schools. Even in the face of greater 
involvement of all parents in the education of their children, most 
parents continue to expect the school to exercise authority over and 
responsibility for their children through the end of high school. 
In looking through the eyes of some administrators, parents who 
are aggressive seem as hostile, insensitive to teachers, dominating, 
and uncompromising, are the ones that have been dodged more often. The 
administrator did not take the time to think that possibly all of this 
aggressiveness was technically fear. Parents have fears and anxieties 
that interfere with communication. These fears in many instances 
resulted in the parent's own school experience, or the apprehension of 
learning that their child is not performing satisf~ctorily in school, 
and they feel responsible for this failure. 
Parents also may feel uncomfortable because their social and 
economic status may differ from that of the educators. They may 
experience an exaggerated dependency on the professional, realizing 
that they and their child need that professional far more than he or 
she needed them. Garham (1975) expresses very adequately the 
confusion that many parents felt: 
"We are parents who are either intimidated by professionals 
or angry with them or both; parents who are unreasonably 
awed by them; parents who intuitively know that we know our 
children better than the experts of ·any discipline and yet 
we persistently assume that the professionals known best; 
parents who engage in any real dialogue with professionals, 
teachers, principals about our children." 
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Educators (administrators), on the other hand, have appeared to 
be reluctant to involve parents in educational programs, describing 
them as ·uncaring or overprotective. And the educational process has 
been determined too complexed for some parents to understand, or that 
is the way the administrators would like to keep it. This process is 
changing very rapidly, but it is by no means totally correct or non-
biased. There is n.o mystic involved in the educational process, but 
there must be total communication by both the parent and the admini-
strator if we do~not want to see handicapped children pushed back into 
the corner where we ignored them because we said, "It does not matter." 
It has been validated by the literature and the results of the 
instrument that in reference to parental involvement at meetings on 
their handicapped child/children, parents generally responded that they 
I 
did·not express their opinions or make suggestions_as it pertained to 
the development of educational goals and objectives for their child/ 
children. There were some parents who did get involved in the 
meetings. The highest frequency consistently was where parents 
insisted on help in understanding the law, what it is saying, how they 
can get help for the child, and parents also stated feelings about 
their child's capabi.lities, problems and needs. 
The study also revealed that parents g~nerally felt their child's 
needs had not been adequately identified as soon as possible. Parents 
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wanted earlier.identification and intervention rather than a "wait and 
see" response from professionals, and they wanted to be more involved. 
Parent involvement is extremely beneficial to the child, the parent, 
and the program. 
Parent Involvement. Parent education and training have been the 
most common forms of involvement apart from the exchange of information 
about child progress and adjustment. These types of involvement have 
been considered more passive because parents learn and follow instruc-
tions received from professionals/educators. With the passage of P.L. 
94-142, however, the role expected of parents has been expanded to 
·include active participation and decision making in planning special 
education programs for their children. 
The study has proven that administrators really do·not value or 
·encourage the type of active participation by parents mandated by 
Public Law 94142, especially when it involved the decision making 
activities. It is felt that the reason this · involvement has been 
discouraged is because those ·individuals who have taken on the role as 
"leader" are ~not as aware of what the law actual~y states or· means, 
they have limited knowledge, and in many instances felt threatened if 
someone came in and asked too many questions. The belief that Public 
Law 94-142 would assure every ha.ndicapped child the right to a "free 
and appropriate public education," and with this law came certain 
rights for both the parent and the child, has not been carried out to 
the letter as it had been proposed. Not only do the parents feel 
threatened, the· administrator also feels threatened, but the 
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administrator. constantly puts up his/her guard to show that they are 
very knowledgeable about Public Law 94-142. 
As was true in many other urban school districts, the Atlanta 
Public School System administrators and parents have not progressed 
that much Rince the inception of Public Law 94-142, as was mandated in 
1975. It was brought out that many of the responses obtained from the 
administrators printed a very glorified picture for the system, 
attempting to show that they were doing everything possible to serve 
children appropriately, and to make the parents feel as much of the 
educational process of their child as possible. en the other hand, 
the parents did not have this same assured commitment from the admini-
strator as was painted. The parents generally felt alone; reall~ not 
knowing who to talk to or where to go if they had any concerns about 
their child/ children; could not reach the administrator or, in many 
instances, was totally ignored if the parent made my suggestions or 
recommendations concerning their child/children. 
Parents and administrators did agree on some pertinent questions 
which was ·and would continue to affect the decision. making process and 
also would continue to bring about conflict unless some alternative 
methods were ~not introduced to bridge the gap between the parent and 
the administrator in trying to effectively plan for the handicapped 
child. 
Data were ·needed from both the administrators and parents of 
handicapped children on the provisions of Public Law 94-142 and the 
perceptions of the law by the two groups in the Atlanta Public Schools. 
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This study attempted to collect and analyze the needed data. The 
following questions were explored and analyzed: 
1. What are the major factors contributing to the effectiveness 
of parent groups as it pertained to the parent and the admini-
strator? 
2. Are parents as knowledgeable as they should be as it pertains 
to their rights under:Public Law 94-142? 
3. How knowledgeable are administrators to the rights of parents 
onder·Public Law 94-142? 
4. Is the administrators' perceptions of the parents knowledge 
of the law a liability or an asset? 
5. Does parental and administrators' awareness/knowledge of 
Public Law 94-142 bridge the gap between the parent and the 
administrator? 
6. Is there conflict between the perceptions of parents and 
school administrators as it is relative to Public Law 94-142, 
and is this conflict knowledge based? 
The views of two concerned groups, school administrators and 
parents, toward their perceptions of Public Law 94-142 were solicited 
by use of a questionnaire which was designed and utilized by the 
investigator. Parents of handicapped children were selected as 
respondents because they were the adult group and care which was most 
affected by their child' s/ children's educational progress. Admini-
strators were selected because of their traditional role as the 
"leader," or principal decision-makers in public education. 
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The respondents were asked to record their perceptions dealing 
with the type of question asked by a five item scale: Yes, No, Don't 
Know, Very Little or. No Respon.se. In some cases the respondents were 
asked to record their responses by determining how many times an item 
occurred or • how many months it took for a service or services to be 
provided. 
The sample for the study consisted of 300 parents and 60 admini-
strators. Parents and administrators were randomly selected from 
elementary, middle and high schools throughout the three administrative 
areas (Area I, II, III). Of 300 parents identified, 233 completed and 
returned the equestionnaire. Of the 60 administrators identified, 44 
completed and returned the questionnaires. 
Biographical data secured from the questionnaire provided a 
profile of two samples. The parent respondents were predominately 
black females, between 30-49 years of age, with high school education 
or more, married, with at least 2-3 children, and with incomes at 
$10,000 or more per annum. 
The administrator respondents were predomipately black male 
principals, over 40 years of age, married, and most with education 
beyond the Master's degree. 
Results of Part II of the questionnaire were reported for each 
category requested where there was a significant difference established 
between the two groups. A brief summary of the results in each of the 
significant questionnaires follows. 
Knowledge of Public Law 94-142. For the items in this category, 
of the 233 parents who responded, most felt that they had some 
158 
knowledge of the law. Those parent respondents who had more children, 
single, incomes of $5,000, and under high school education did not know 
·~nor had they heard of Public Law 94-142. The total population of 
administrator respondents had knowledge of the law and were imple-
menting it to a degree. 
Awareness of Public Law 94-142. The parents generally perceived 
some awareness of the law, although they felt that the school admini-
strators did~not really take this into account when attempting to deal 
~ ... 
with their child/children. The total population of administrators 
agreed with the parents that they were aware of the law, but felt that 
the parents were ~not aware or did ·not appear to be aware of the 
guidelines and regulations concerning the law. 
Knowledge of Individual Education Plan (IEP). More female 
parents responded they knew what an IEP meant. There were more black 
females, between the ages of 30-39 with college education or higher, 
with incomes abov!! $20,000 per ·annum, who became totally involved in 
the IEP process, however, one fourth of the parents who responded felt 
very different. This group did ~not understand the IEP process ~nor 
were they able to attend many meetings. They also stated they signed 
pieces of paper that they were ~not sure what they meant, but did not 
want to take a chance by not signing the papers for fear their child/ 
children would not receive help, or the administrator would feel they 
didn't care. 
The school administrators totally agreed that they knew about an 
IEP and were involved as much as they could be in helping to design an 
appropriate education for all handicapped children. 
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In-School Team Allow for Parents' and Administrators' Feelings 
The majority of parents and administrators agreed that the In-School 
Team as they perceived it did not take into account their feelings and 
perceptions as it pertained to the handicapped child/ children. The 
two groups gave no reaction as to why they allo"t<red this to occur, 
tqhey just felt that in many instances they were being overloaded. 
Number of IEP meetings attended. The majority of both the parent 
and administrator respondents attended between one to five IEP 
~-
meetings. Of this~number, the largest groups were between the ages of 
40-49, female, married with educational status at the college level or 
above. It was concluded that the higher the income level, marital 
status and education, the more meetings the respondents attended. 
Based on the type of employment the parent respondents had, there was 
more flexibility in terms of extra time they had, how frequently they 
were available and, for the most part, agreed to the day and time the 
~notice stated theY. set for the IEP meetings. 
Those administrators who attended more than five meetings were 
extremely concerned with the handicapped child's education, they had 
established an excellent rapport with the parents, and generally made 
themselves assessable to meet with the parent whenever they requested 
a conference. It should be noted that the Atlanta Public Schools and 
State Department of Education had awarded many of these schools as 
"Schools of Excellence," which meant they had gone much further than 
many, and the students had made tremendous gains educationally. 
Handicapped Child/Children's Needs Met. For the items in this 
category, of the 233 parents who responded, most parents felt that they 
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did 7not perceive their: child's 7needs were being met. Parents felt 
very strongly that it appeared too much time was being spent by the 
teacher/teachers doing other things, such as paperwork, hall duty, 
lunch duty, extracurricular activities, etc. The parents based their· 
conclusions on their child's overall school performance. These 
children had not made very much progress for the school year, many of 
the children were being retained, and discipline was becoming a 
problem. en the other hand, more admini~trators felt that the handi-
~-
capped child/children's 7needs as they perceived it were definitely 
being met. The administrators felt that the teacher. was doing as much 
as in many instances more than was required in educating the children 
they were responsible for. It was also noted by the administrator 
that they did·not receive many complaints from parents, and when 
complaints did arise, the parents generally didn't know what the 
problem was, or they always wanted to place the blame on anyone other 
than themselves :i,n reference to problems their child/children were 
having. 
Initial Assistance in the Program for. Exceptional Children. Pub-
lie Law 94-142 strictly address the due process timelines that should 
be adhered to in initiating services for the child who has been 
suspected of having a specific handicap. A large.·number of the parent 
respondents felt it took eight months or longer for them to get 
assistance for the first time in the Program for Exceptional Children. 
Because the process took so long, parents became hostile, thought that 
the school was taking too long to get all of the necessary data that 
was needed in making a determination as to if their child did or did 
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not have a specific handicap. Parents also perceived that due to the 
longevity of the initial process they were exposed to, their child, who 
already demonstrated weaknesses in some of the content areas, dropped 
even more because of the length of time it took to get assistance. 
The administrators who responded pereeived the inHial process 
took between six to 12 months. Although the parents and 
administrators differed slightly, the process for getting initial 
assistance for the child/children experiencing problems was too long. 
~. 
It was felt by the administrators that since the "Regular • School 
Conference had to be done first, this too was a reason that the 
process took so long. The "regular school conference" is held when 
the regular education teacher observed that a child was·not doing well 
in their classroom. This process which offers possible remediation 
strategies to determine if the child could achieve/perform better in 
the regular classroom with a little more assistance from the regular 
teacher is in pl~ce for 30 days. If the child is still experiencing 
difficulty after the 30 day time line, then it becomes necessary to 
refer the child to the In-School Team Chairperson where the special 
education process begins. 
Link Between the Parent and Administrator. Most parents generally 
felt that they did·not perceive a link between the parent and admini-
strator. Those parents between the ages of 40-49, felt totally alone 
when it came to communicating with the administrator. This group felt 
the administrator appeared to be too busy to talk to them in reference 
to the academic performance of their child/children, but, on the other 
hand, if their child started becoming a discipline problem or stayed in 
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the office frequently, there was no hesitation in calling the parent 
and mandating the time and date a conference would be held to discuss 
the child's behavior. Some parents seriously believed that if they had 
more education, lived in a better~neighborhood, spoke well using "big" 
words, and earned more money, the administrator would be more recep-
tive. Because the parents felt intimidated by the administrator, and 
also felt that their.child was not being treated like the other: 
children in:,the school, they would then seek advice from legal aid, or 
-;. 
either a parent advocacy group, to serve as their representative. 
Most of the school administrators were black male principals, 
between the ages of 50 and older, with degrees above the Masters, 
earning at least $40,000. These administrators felt that their doors 
were always opened to parents. However, there were exceptions worthy 
of~ note. Those administrators who wer.e ·under 50 felt that there was 
not a link between the parent and the administrator. Their rationale 
for this belief was that they had so many responsibilities their: 
emphasis was placed on the regular: child's education, there were so 
many directives coming from their immediate supervisor (Area Superin-
tendent), and just handling the day to day problems, it was almost 
impossible to schedule time to meet with parents of handicapped 
children. Many felt that this group was so small and they were not 
expected to do but so much, that it really wouldn't make a difference 
if they scheduled a meeting or not, and if they did the parent usually 
didn't come. 
Rapport Between the Parent and Administrator. Generally, both 
parents and administrators felt the rapport between the parent and 
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administrator or vice versa could be much better. Those parents who 
were between the ages of 30-49, and those administrators between the 
ages of 45-65 felt very strongly that there was a tremendous~need for 
a better rapport to be established between the parent and administrator 
in order to provide the best and most appropriate education for the 
handicapped child. 
Results for elementary and high school principals reported when 
the parents:. come to school to see about ·their: child, it was generally 
~· 
·in reference to discipline problems, and the parent entered angry and 
offensive because they felt that "we" were picking on their·child. At 
home they had no problem with the child so it must be something the 
school is doing to make their:child act up. 
Those administrators who were~new as principals and also those who 
had been administrators for at least five years, strongly felt that 
more effort should be given in trying to establish a better rapport 
between them and ~he parent. These administrators admitted there was a 
problem and they were trying to do a better job in communicating with 
all parents. 
Parent Groups. Both the male and female parent respondents 
generally felt they would be extremely interested in having a parent 
group at the school. f>ne-third of the parent respondents were ·not 
interested in having a parent group. This small pereent of parents 
felt that it would be a waste of time, that the administrator would 
not listen to their concerns, or even take the time to set up an 
appointment to hear what the parent had to say. 
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Most of the parents agreed that the idea of establishing parent 
groups was a positive beginning for both the parent and administrator 
in dealing with the handicapped child/children. These parents felt 
that by having some type of scheduled meetings on a mutually agreed 
upon time to discuss issues and concerns would be beneficial because 
laws and guidelines were constantly changing and there were many ques-
tions they felt could finally be answered by the experts. 
An overwhelming number of administrators were very interested in 
-;. 
having a parent group at their school. They, too, felt this could bind 
them to the parent, thereby working together to do the best for the 
child. Many administrators were totally honest and didn't hesitate in 
stating they knew enough to just barely make it when discussing or 
interpreting Public Law 94-142. They admitted their knowledge was 
limited and often misunderstood by the parent, making the administrator 
feel as though they were in a "tug of war" with the parent, which often 
brought about conflict. This conflict stemmed from limited knowledge 
pertaining to the law, but in many instances, was hidden because the 
role of the leader was perceived as being that individual who was 
thoroughly abreast of all guidelines and procedures pertaining to all 
facets of education. 
Priority of Special Education. More parents and school admini-
strators felt that special education was perceived as a low priority 
with the Atlanta Public School System. A little more than one-fourth 
of the total respondents perceived it as a middle priority, and less 
than one-fourth perceived it as a high priority. There was a signifi-
cant difference foond, however., in the marital status of the parent 
respondents. The majority of the parents who were single or married 
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felt the school system perceived special education as a low priority, 
whereas those parents who were widowed or divorced felt it was a middle 
priority. 
More than one-half of the administrators felt the school system 
perceived special education as a low priority as far as educating 
children. There was a small percentage of administrators who felt the 
system perceived special education as a middle to high priority. 
Most o:f the elementary school principals felt the system rated 
-;. 
special education as a low priority. The middle and high school 
principals varied slightly by rating special education as a middle or 
high priority. 
Discussion 
In reviewing the reports of the parent respondents, special 
education has not moved very far since its inception in 1975. Overall, 
parents generally perceived the administrators as individuals who had 
very little time .for them or their child/ children. If the parent had 
any concerns or just wanted to have a conference to see how their:child 
was doing, the administrator was out of the office, failed to return 
the phone call, or just came out and stated "the day you have requested 
is impossible." Many times the administrator gave ·no reason for~ not 
being available to meet with the parent at any time. 
Parents perceived several things as possible trouble spots with 
the school administrator, which they felt caused conflict betweer the 
parent and the administrator. Parents felt there·needed to be a link 
between them and the administrator as it pertained to educating the 
handicapped child. They also reported there could and should be better 
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communication between the parent and administrator. Many parents felt 
left out of the entire process of dealing with their handicapped child/ 
children which caused conflict between the two most important vehicles 
other than the teacher in a handicapped child's educational career. 
The lack of ·knowledge pertaining to Public Law 94-142 was perceived as 
being one of the primary causes of conflict between the parent and 
administrator. The parent wanted the administrator to think they were 
extremely ·k~owledgeable of the law, therefore, ·in meetings they agreed 
-::. 
to many things that they knew very little about, but were embarrassed 
to say, "I don't know." The administrator fell into the same category 
as the parent. They agreed with whatever was discussed in the 
meetings and really ·knew very little about its contents. They reacted 
this way because the parent perceived them as being leaders, someone 
who ·knew the rules ·and regulations regardless of what the issue was, 
and that made them feel important. 
In reviewing. the reporta of the administrator respondents, they 
generally agreed on one hand that they knew about the law, participated 
in the meetings, held conferences with the parents, did all that they 
could for the handicapped child, but on the other· hand, those admini-
strators who were younger and only had at least five years experience 
as a school administrator felt they were not as knowledgeable of the 
law as they would like to be. They did feel there was a problem ·in 
communicating with the parent; in finding appropriate times to have 
conferences; sufficient time to attend IEP meetings; and they also felt 
there needed to be a better link between them and the parent. These 
administrators voiced their concerns and were desperately seeking ways 
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to be more effective administrators for not only the parents of 
handicapped children, but most importantly for the handicapped child. 
Elementary administrators generally expressed their concern for 
the Program for Exceptional Children stronger and more openly than the 
middle or high school administrators. There were some middle and high 
school administrators who felt the~number of students they served were 
larger. They had so many different activities, courses offered and 
more person~el that they felt they were doing the best they could. 
~-
Some adm:f.nistrators felt that having a parent group in their 
school was something they were very interested ·in, due to their 
limited knowledge and also the parents limited knowledge and under-
standing the rules and regulations pertaining to Public Law 94-142. 
Administrators and parents concluded that it must be done and done very 
soon to get them more involved and committed to the education of the 
handicapped child. 
Recommendations 
Public Law 94-142 is a powerful law for the handicapped child and 
parents. It deals with the law which governs the rights and benefits 
due to handicapped children and their parents in our educational 
system. It also gives procedures before any rights or benefits ~~y be 
denied. 
Public Law 94-142 has four major purposeR: 
1. Guarantees the availability of special education programs to 
handicapped children and youth when they require it. 
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2. Assures fairness and appropriateness in decision making with 
regard to providing special education to handicapped children and 
youth. 
3. Establishes clear management and auditing requirements and 
procedures regarding special education at all levels of government. 
4. Provides financial assistance for the efforts of state ·and 
local government through the use of federal funds. 
The problem for schools is to identify obstacles wherever they 
exist and then to work to remove or minimize them. If administrators 
are to foster a partnership role for parents, it is essential that 
they recognize specific ways in which this might be done. It would be 
-~naive to assume that parental interest, understanding and supper~ can 
be achieved simply by asking. Parents undoubtedly develop much of 
their interest ·in, understanding of, and attitudes toward schools 
through the reports and reactions of their children who attend them. 
·In addition, there must be more direct contact with parents themselves, 
including visits of parents to the schools, visits of school personnel 
to homes, reports on student progress, parent parti~ipat!on in planning 
and implementing school programs and activities, and a variety of 
formal and informal processes. 
Based on the findings in this study, there appeared to be a·need 
for getting the parent and administrator more expo~ure to the law. 
There must be immediate developments in attempting to make both groups 
feel at ease when discussing the. implications of Public Law 94-142. 
There should be parent groups established in schools to address 
both the parent and administrators' concerns pertaining to Public Law 
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94-142. The investigato~ pe~ceives this as a fi~st step in attempting 
to b~idge the gap between the two most impo~tant people who a~e t~ying 
to wo~k on behalf of the handicapped child/child~en. 
Initially, the pa~ent g~oups should be int~oduced by individuals 
who a~e expe~ts in thei~ field who could add~ess both the pa~ent and 
administ~ato~s. This expe~t would ·not only chai~ the meetings, but 
also schedule the time and date, and locate othe~ expe~ts who would be 
willing to talk to the pa~ent and administ~ato~. The meetings at the 
beginning will be add~essed sepa~ately fo~ the pa~ent and the admini-
st~ato~. The pu~pose fo~ this type of design is ~ecommended so the 
pa~ent and administ~ato~ both feel at ease when discussing issues and 
conce~ns they may have. Afte~ a designated time, both g~oups should 
be b~ought togethe~ whe~e they can conf~ont each othe~ as to what they 
pe~ceive as being the p~oblem. 
Pa~ent g~oups, hopefully, will help the pa~ent and administ~ato~ 
feel like one entity helping the handicapped child, ·not two sepa~ate 
people bringing con.fusion and becoming ve~y bitte~ and hostile when 
they a~e togethe~ talking about educating the child •. 
As it stands, pa~ents, gua~dians, su~~ogates and school admini-
st~ato~s a~e ab~east of some of the facets of the law, but they a~e 
technically unawa~e of thei~ ~ights, the se"ices p~ovided, and the 
places and individuals they can go to be counselled and inse"iced when 
necessa~y. This lack of onde~standing of Public Law 94-142 b~ings 
about conflict between pa~ents and school administ~ato~s. 
Many pa~ents who do not feel very ·knowledgeable about the law and 
its p~ovisions seek assistance f~om pa~ent advocacy g~oups who have 
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been pt'imarily assigned the duty of pt'otecting the student and the 
pat'ent pet'taining to any educational tt'anslation of the law by school 
administt'atot's. This has placed an obstacle between the administt'atot' 
and the pat'ent who may feel secut'e, but also the pat'ent who feels 
tht'eatened ot' insecut'e has as the it' spokesman a pat'ent advocate. In 
many instances it has been pt'oven that this ultimately leads to 
conflict ·on the pat't of the pat'ent and the school administt'atot'. 
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LETTER TO PARENTS 
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ATLANTA PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
Office of 
Assistant Superintendent for 
Curriculum & Research Services 
Dear Parent: 
May, 1986 
Program for Exceptional Children 
Atlanta Public Schools 
2930 Forrest Hill Drive, S.W. 
Atlanta, Georgia 30315 
This parental questionnaire has been developed to look at the perceptions 
of parents as it pertains to Public Law 94-142, The Education for All 
Handicapped Children Act, and also your perception of how the school 
administrator should respond as it pertains to this federally mandated act. 
Will you please check or circle the most appropriate response to each 
question as you see it? When you have finished responding to the 
questionnaire, which will be totally CONFIDENTIAL, please return it 
immediately to your child/children's principal. 
The 'information that you will be sending to me will be looked into 
extensively and recommendations will be made to the ·appropriate people. 
Your child/children are mine also. We can make all of our students in the 
Program for Exceptional Children succeed academically, increase their 
awareness of themselves and make them proud to say, "I AM SOMEBODY, I AM 
ME!! 
I would be most appreciative if you fill out the questionnaire and send it 
to your principal on or before May , 1986. If you have any questions or 
concerns pertaining to this questionnaire, please do not hesitate to call 
me, Carmen S. Chandler, at 761-5411, extension 273. 
Thank you in advance for your honesty, and also the time you took to fill 
out the questionnaire. YOU ARE SO BEAUTIFUL TO ME!! THANKS AGAIN. 
Since~rely, 
Carmen S. Chandler, Coordinator 




QUESTIONNAIRE FOR PARENTS 
1 7.5 
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR PARENTS 
Part II. General Information 
1. Have you ever heard of Public Law 94-142, or P.L. 94-142? 
Yes No I don't know 
2. Have you had any inservice training about your·rights under Public Law 
94-142? Yes No I don't know 
3. Are you aware that your child/children regardless of their strengths 
or weaknesses, whether they are handicapped or·not, have a right to a 
"free ·and appropriate education?" 
Yes No I don't know 
4. Do you know what an Individualized Education Plan (IEP) is? 
Yes No I don't know 
5. During the IEP meeting, does the In-School Team take take into account 
your feelings and recommendations? 
Yes No I don't know 
6. Do you know what and whom the In-School Team consists of? 
Yes No I don't know 
7. How many IEP meetings have you attended? Yes 
I don't know 
8. Do you feel a part of the assessment process? Yes 
I don't ·know 
9. Did you fully understand the assessment process? Yes 
I don't know 
10. Do you feel that children's needs are present being met? 
Yes No I don't know 
11. How long did it take for a child to get initial assistance in the 
Program for Exceptional Children? 2-6 months 6-8 months 
8-12 months ____ longer than 12 months 
12. Do you receive magazines such as The Exceptional Parent, Parent to 
Parent, etc.? Yes No I don't know 
13. If you do receive these magazines, are they very informative to you 
in helping you deal with certain problems your child/children may 
experience? Yes No I don't know 
14. Do you feel there is a link between the parent and school admini-





15. Do you feel the rapport between you and administrators could be 
better? Yes No I don't know 
16. Are you involved in the educational assessment process? 
Yes No I don't know 
17. Would you be interested in having a parent group at your school where 
handicapped parents and others could meet and discuss crucial issues 
and concerns they may have? Yes No ___ Very little 
18. Are you familiar with the identification and evaluation of students 
with special~needs? Yes No ___ Very little 
19. Are you familiar with some educational assessments used for.students 
suspected :.of having learning problems? Yes No 
_Very lfttle 
20. Do you feel comfortable with the amount of knowledge you have obtained 
and learned about P.L. 94-142? Yes No ___ Very little 
21. Is there a school board and/or special education advisory board for 
the Program for·Exceptional Children? Yes No 
I don't know 
22. Do you know of written policies and procedures :f.n the following areas? 
a. Referral Evaluation Yes No ___ Very little 
b. IEP Placement Yes No ___ Very little 
c. Parent Rights ---Yes No ___ Very little 
d. Mediation Yes ---No ___ Very little 
e. Discipline Gode Yes No _Very little 
f. Due Process Procedures Yes No ___ Very little 
g. Surrogate Parent Yes No ___ Very little 
h. Confidentiality & Records Yes No ___ Very little 
23. Where, in your·opinion, does special education fall in terms of the 
Atlanta Public School System (APSS)? 
_High priority _Middle priority Low priority 
24. Does the Atlanta Public School System have an officially designated 
parent/community advisory group? If "Yes," describe its membership 
and role. Yes No I don't know 
25. Is your child/children receiving services from one of the following: 
26. 
(Please check.) resource room itinerant service 
modified self-contained self-contained I don't onder-
stand the meaning of any of these services. 
How much time does your child/children spend 
services? 30 minutes three times a week 
___ 2 hours a day ___ 3 or more hours a day 
receiving special 
1 hour a day 
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27. Has anyone ever explained to you what an Individualized Plan (IEP) is? 
Yes No I don't know 
28. When you attended the IEP meeting or have the forms sent home if you 
could not attend, are the contents of the meeting and what services 
would be provided clearly explained? Yes No 
I don't know 
29. Has your child/children ever attended a private school? ___ Yes ___ No 
If responded "Yes," please give the name of the school, state and the 
~number of years attended. 
30. How many IEP meetings about your child/children have you attended? 
less than ·one 1-5 times 6-10 times more than 10 
times 
31. Would you be interested in joining a parent group? Yes No 
I don't know 
32. Have you been advised as a parent where to go if you have any 
questions concerning your rights onder P.L. 94-142? Yes No 
I don't know 
33. Were you contacted by the school before your child was evaluated for a 
psychological, speech examination, education~! evaluation, etc.? 
Yes No I don't know 
34. Who has provided the best experience in answering questions you may 
have had about Public Law 94-142, the IEP, your rights as a parent and 
just there to listen to your frustrations? PlP.ase check those that 
apply to your s~tuation: 
___ another parent 






---no one has provided any assistance 
---don't know who to call 
35. Do you feel comfortable asking teachers or principals about your 
child/children? Yes No 
36. Do you feel school administrators are: (Check·one or more.) 
very knowledgeable about Public Law 94-142 
---slightly knowledgeable of the law 
---not knowledgeable at all 
37. Do you feel school administrators are interested in you and the 
problems you and your child/children may be experiencing? 
Yes No I don't know 
1M 
38. Have you asked for a conference with a school administrator? 
Yes No I don't know 
39. Please check the kinds of linkages that you would like to see 
established to improve communication between the school and home. 
___ Regular:comrnunication by way of letters from the school 
Home visits 
---School conferences 
---Town hall meetings 
Newsletter: 
---all of the above 
APPENDIX C 
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ATLANTA PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
Office of 
Assistant Superintendent for 
Curriculum & Research Services 
Dear Administrator: 
May, 1986 
Program for Exceptional Children 
Atlanta Public Schools 
2930 Forrest Hill Drive, S.W. 
Atlanta, Georgia 30315 
This administrative questionnaire has been developed to look at the per-
ceptions of a9ministrators as it pertains to Public Law 94-142, The 
Education for A~l Handicapped Children Act, and also your perception of how 
·the school administrator should respond as it pertains to this federally 
mandated act. 
Will you please check or circle the most appropriate response to each 
question as you see it? When you have finished responding to the 
questionnaire, which will be totally CONFIDENTIAL, please return it to me 
immediately. 
The information that you will be sending to me will be looked into 
extensively and reconunendations will be made to the appropriate people. 
We can make all of our students in the Program for Exceptional Children 
succeed academically, increase their awareness of themselves and make them 
proud to say, "I AM SOMEBODY, I AM ME!! 
I would be most appreciative if you fill out the questionnaire and send it 
to me on or before May , 1986. If you have any questions or concerns 
pertaining to this questionnaire, please do not hesitate to call me, Carmen 
S. Chandler, at 761-5411, extension 273. 
Thank you in advance for your honesty, and also the time you took to fill 
out the questionnaire. YOU ARE SO BEAUTIFUL TO ME!! THANKS AGAIN. 
Sincerely, 
Carmen S. Chandler, Coordinator 




QUESTIONNAIRE FOR ADMINISTRATORS 
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QUESTIONNAIRE FOR ADMINISTRATORS 
Part II. General Information 
1. Have you ever heard of Public Law 94-142, or P.L. 94-142? 
Yes No I don't know 
2. Have you ever had·any inservice training pertaining to Public Law 
94-142? Yes No _Very little 
3. Are you aware that your child/children regardless of their strengths 
or weaknesses, whether they are handicapped or~not, have a right to a 
"free ·and appropriate education?" 
Yes No I don't know 
4. Do you kndW what an Individualized Education Plan (IEP) is? 
Yes No I don't know 
5. During the IEP meeting, does the In-School Team take into account your· 
feelings and recommendations? Yes No I don't know 
6. Do you know what and whom the In-School Team consists of? 
Yes No I don't know 
7. How many IEP meetings about your.child/children have you attended? 
Less than one 1-5 times 6-10 times more than 10 times 
8. Do you feel a part of the assessment process? Yes No 
I don't know 
9. Did you fully u~derstand the assessment process? Yes No 
I don't know 
10. Do you feel that children's needs are presently being met? 
Yes No I don't know 
11. How long did it take for a child to get initial assistance in the 
Program for:Exceptional Children? 2-6 months 6-8 months 
8-12 months ___ longer than 12 months 
12. Do you receive magazines such as The Exceptional Parent, Parent to 
Parent, etc.? Yes No I don't know 
13. If you do receive these magazines, are they very informative to you in 
helping you deal with certain problems your child/children may 
experience? Yes No I don't know 
14. Do you feel there is a link between the parent and school admini-
strators? Yes No I don't know 
15. Do you feel the rapport between you and administrators could be 
better? Yes No I don't know 
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16. Are you involved in the educational assessment process? 
Yes No ___ Very little 
17. Would you be ·interested in having a parent group at your school where 
handicapped parents and others could meet and discuss crucial issues 
and concerns they may have? Yes No ___ Very little 
18. Are you familiar with the identification and evaluation of students 
with special~needs? Yes No ___ Very little 
19. Are you familiar with some educational assessments used for students 
suspected of having learning·nproblems? Yes No ___ Very little 
20. Do you feel comfortable with the amoont·of knowledge you have obtained 
and learn~d about P.L. 94-142? Yes No ___ Very little 
21. Is there a school board ·and/or special education advisory board for 
the Program foriExceptional Children? Yes No ___ Very little 
22. Do you know of written policies and procedures in the following areas? 
a. Referral Evaluation Yes No ___ Very little 
b. IEP Placement Yes ---No ___ Very little 
c. Parent Rights Yes No ___ Very little 
d. Mediation Yes No ___ Very little 
e. Discipline Code Yes No ___ Very little 
f. Due Process Procedures Yes -No ___ Very little 
g. Surrogate Parent Yes No ___ Very little 
h. Confidentiality & Records Yes No ___ Very little 
23. Where, in your opinion, does special education fall in terms of the 
Atlanta Public School System (APSS)? 
_High priority _Middle priority ___ Low priority 
24. Does the Atlanta Public School System have an officially designated 
parent/conunonity advisory group? If "Yes," describe its membership 
and role. Yes No I don't know 
25. Are children receiving services from one of the following: (Please 






---I don't ·understand the meaning of these 
services. 
How much time is given to the children in 
program? (Please check all that apply.) 
30 minutes three times a week 1 
==:3 hours a day 
the Exceptional Children's 
hour a day 2 hours a day 
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27. What responsibilities do you have in the special education department 





Special education transportation 
Testing and evaluation 
Guidance and counseling 













28. Do you have special meetings with the parents of handicapped students 
other than the required meetings? Yes No ___ Very little 
29. If a parent comes to your school very upset about their child/children 
being in ~pecial education, which would·you do? 
~· 
_Call a meeting. 
___ Refer the parent to the Area office. 
Allow the parent to talk to the In-School Team Chairperson. 
---Listen to the concern and decide what steps would be needed to work 
---the problem out. 
Tell the parent to request a due process hearing. 
30. Do you send out written notification to parents about meetings con-
cerning their child/children? Yes No 
31. Please check the kinds of linkages that you would like to see 
established to improve communication between the school and home. 
___ Regular communication by way of letters from the school 
Home visits . 
---School conferences 
Town hall meetings 
---Newsletter: 
-all of the above 
32. Have you ever had to explain to parents what an IEP is, and the 
process that is involved? Yes No ___ Very little 
33. Do you attend all IEP meetings concerning the student's you have at 
your school? Yes No ___ Very little 
34. Do you listen to the concerns of the parent or their advocate? 
Yes No _Very little 
35. Are you in"olved in a group that parents may have where they ask for 




PARENTS FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION 
SEX 
ABSOLUTE RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUMULATIVE 
CATEGORY LABEL CODE FREQUENCY FREQUENCY FREQUENCY FREQUENCY 
(PCT) (PCT) (PCT) 
MALE 1. 33 14.2 14.4 14.4 
FEMALE 2. 196 84.1 85.6 100.0 
o. 4 1.7 Missing 100.0 





ABSOLUTE RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUMULATIVE 
CATEGORY LABEL CODE FREQUENCY FREQUENCY FREQUENCY FREQUENCY 
(PCT) (PCT) (PCT) 
trnder• 20 1. 8 3.4 3.5 3.5 
20-24 2. 7 3.0 3. 1 6.6 
25-29 3. 31 13.3 13.7 20.3 
30-39 4. 103 44.2 45.4 65.6 
40-49 5. 62 26.6 27.3 93.0 
50-65 6. 12 5.2 5.3 98.2 
Over·65 7. 4 1.7 1.8 100.0 
o. 6 2.6 Missing 100.0 





ABSOLUTE RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUMULATIVE 
CATEGORY LABEL CODE FREQUENCY FREQUENCY FREQUENCY FREQUENCY 
(PCT) (PCT) (PCT) 
Single 1. 64 27.5 27.9 27.9 
Married 2. 95 40.8 41.5 69.4 
Widowed 3. 18 7.7 7.9 77.3 
Divorced 4. 52 22.3 22.7 100.0 
0. 4 1.7 Missirg 100.0 








ABSOLUTE RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUMULATIVE 
CATEGORY LABEL CODE FREQUENCY FREQUENCY FREQUENCY FREQUENCY 
(PCT) (PCT) (PCT) 
Elementa't'y 1. 20 8.6 8.6 8.6 
High School 2. 133 57.1 57.3 65.9 
College 3. 61 26.2 26.3 92.2 
Above College 4. 18 7.7 7.8 100.0 
o. 1 0.4 Missing 100.0 
TOTAL 233 100.0 100.0 




ABSOLUTE RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUMULATIVE 
CATEGORY LABEL CODE FREQUENCY FREQUENCY FREQUENCY FREQUENCY 
(PCT) (PCT) (PCT) 
Below $5,000 1. 56 24.0 25.2 25.2 
$5,000 - $8,000 2. 19 8.2 8.6 33.8 
$10~000 - $20,000 3. 30 12.9 13.5 47.3 
$20,000 - $40,000 4. 23 9.9 10.4 57.7 
Above $40,000 5. 29 12.4 13. 1 70.7 
6. 21 9.0 9.5 80.2 
7. 22 9.4 9.9 90. 1 
8 •. 22 9.4 9.9 100.0 
o. 11 4.7 Missing 100.0 





ABSOLUTE RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUMULATIVE 
CATEGORY LABEL CODE FREQUENCY FREQUENCY FREQUENCY FREQUENCY 
(PCT) (PCT) (PCT) 
Rent 1. 135 57.9 58.4 58.4 
Buy 2. 57 24.5 24.7 83. l 
Own 3. 39 16.7 16.9 100.0 
o. 2 0.9 MiRsing 














ABSOLUTE RELATIVE ADJUSTED 
CODE FREQUENCY FREQUENCY 
(PCT) (PCT) 
1. 152 65.2 
2. 49 21.0 
3. 26 11.2 












ADMINISTRATORS FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION 
SEX 
ABSOLUTE RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUMULATIVE 
CATEGORY LABEL CODE FREQUENCY FREQUENCY FREQUENCY FREQUENCY 
(PCT) (PCT) (PCT) 
Male 1. 24 54.5 55.8 55.8 
Female 2. 19 43.2 44.2 100.0 
o. 1 2.3 Missing 100.0 





ABSOLUTE RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUMULATIVE 
CATEGORY LABEL CODE FREQUENCY FREQUENCY FREQUENCY FREQUENCY 
(PCT) (PCT) (PCT) 
30-39 l. 2 4.5 4.5 4.5 
40-49 2. 19 43.2 43.2 47.7 
5Q-65 3. 23 52.3 52.3 100.0 





ABSOLUTE RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUMULATIVE 
CATEGORY LABEL CODE FREQUENCY FREQUENCY FREQUENCY FREQUENCY 
(PCT) (PCT) (PCT) 
Single 1. 6 13.6 13. 6. 13.6 
Ma!'ded 2. 34 77.3 77.3 90.9 
Widowed 3. 1 2.3 2.3 90.2 
Divo!'ced 4. 3 6.8 6.8 100.0 







ABSOLUTE RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUMULATIVE 
CATEGORY LABEL CODE FREQUENCY FREQUENCY FREQUENCY FREQUENCY 
(PCT) (PCT) (PCT) 
Caucasian 1. 6 13.6 14.0 14.0 
Black 2. 37 84. 1 86.0 100.0 
o. 1 2.3 Missing 100.0 
TOTAL l;4 100.0 100.0 
MEAN 1.860 
MODE 2.000 
MEDIAN 1. 919 
CHILDREN 
1 1. 2 4.5 4.7 4.7 
2 2. 7 15.9 16.3 20.9 
3 3. 18 40.9 41.9 62.8 
4 4. 11 25.0 25.6 88.4 
5 5. 4 9.1 9.3 97.7 
More than 5 6. 1 2.3 2.3 100.0 
o. 1 2.3 Missing 100.0 





ABSOLUTE RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUMULATIVE 
CATEGORY LABEL CODE FREQUENCY FREQUENCY FREQUENCY FREQUENCY 
(PCT) (PCT) (PCT) 
Masters 2. 10 22.7 22.7" 22.7 
Specialist 3. 17 38.6 38.6 61.4 
Doctorate 4. 17 38.6 38.6 100.0 
TOTAL l;4 100.0 100.0 






ABSOLUTE RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUMULATIVE 
CATEGORY LABEL CODE FREQUENCY FREQUENCY FREQUENCY FREQUENCY 
(PCT) (PCT) (PCT) 
$30,000 - $40,000 2. 3 6.8 6.8 6.8 
$40,000 - $50,000 3. 26 59.1 59.1 65.9 
Above $50,000 4 15 34. 1 34. 1 





ABSOLUTE RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUMULATIVE 
CATEGORY LABEL CODE FREQUENCY FREQUENCY FREQUENCY FREQUENCY 
(PCT) (PCT) (PCT) 
Buying 2. 35 79.5 81.4 81.4 
Own 3. 8 18.2 18.6 100.0 
o. 1 2.3 Missing 




SCHOOL ABSOLUTE RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUMULATIVE 
CATEGORY LABEL CODE FREQUENCY FREQUENCY FREQUENCY FREQUENCY 
(PCT) (PCT) (PCT) 
Elementary 1. 21 47.7 47.7 47.7 
Middle 2. 9 20.5 20.5 68.2 
High 3. 14 31.8 31.8 100.0 
TOTAL 44 1. 00.0 100.0 












MEDIAN 1. 111 
ADMINISTRATORS (Continued) 
ABSOLUTE RELATIVE ADJUSTED 
CODE FREQUENCY FREQUENCY 
(PCT) (PCT) 
1. 36 81.8 
2. 7 15.9 











223 James P. Brawley Dr., S. W. 
Atlanta, Georgia 30314-4391 
(404) 681-0251 
Toa Mrs. Carmen w. Chandler 
Froma Olivia Boggs 
Associate Professor 
Rea Admission to Candidacy 
Date • May 15, 1986 
I am pleased to inform you that your dissertation 
proposal has been acc~ted by the Department of 
Administration, Policy and Development Edccation. 
This milestone means that you are now a candidate 
for the degree of Doctor of Education. 
Congratulations. 






ATLANTA PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
Office of 
Ass1stant Supenntendent lor 
CumC\.IIum and Researeh SeMCeS 
Ms. Carmen s. Chandler 
Program for Learning Disabilities 
Instructional Services Center 
2930 Forrest Hill Drive, s.w. 
Atlanta, Georgia 30315 
Dear Ms. Chandler: 
OeQartment of Researe11 and Evaluat•on 
210 Pryor Streer. SW 
Ananta. Georg1a 30335 
October 7, 1986 
Your request to conduct research within the Atlanta Public 
Schools (APS) has been reviewed by a research screening 
committee. The studf which you have proposed, A Selected· 
Number of Administrators' Perceptions of Parent Advocacy Groups 
Under Public Law 94-142 (P.L. 94-142): An Asset or A Liability 
for the Administrator, has been approved. 
We ask, however, that you work directly with the 
principals of selected schools, rather than with the school 
secretary (as indicated on p. 59) in the dissemination of 
parent data. 
This letter serves as official authorization to conduct 
the study requested. If you have further questions regarding 
APS research guidelines, please feel free to·call me. 
Sincerely, 
~~f::t::;;ace 
Research Associate 
LHW:ap 
